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ABSTRACT

Avra Juanita Johnson

STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES: THE POLITICAL ECONOMY OF

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS IN INDIANAPOLIS

This dissertation examines the theoretical question of whether it is possible to
construct an economic entity or organization with political considerations. The
research examines the role of community development corporations (CDCs) in Center
Township of Indianapolis. The CDCs claim to incorporate community political and
community economic development activities within socially disorganized
communities. The question addressed is: Can an organization do community
economic, political and social activities? A political economy theoretical framework
is used to explain the activities of CDCs, and comparative analysis is used to show
similarities and dissimilarities among these organizations. The findings suggest that
the community development corporations in Indianapolis have primarily focused on
housing development and ignored other community development. However, a small
number of these organizations have begun to focus beyond housing development to
address other community economic development activities. Unfortunately,
community political development activities are minimal, and, if it is done, community
social development has been left to multi-service centers and other social service

agencies.
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1. INTRODUCTION

“The mushrooming movement of community-development
corporations (CDCs) is spreading like the kudzu vines in inner cities
across America” (Holmstrom, 1994, p. 14).

In the study of politics and public policy, a continuing debate exists
concerning the ability of economically motivated private institutions to contribute to
the democratic process (Dahl, 1985; Denning, 1984; Cochrane, 1986; Jezierski, 1990;
Koresh, 1986; Orlans, 1980; Pateman, 1970; LaMore, 1987; Robson, 1985; Walsh,
1978). Dahl questions the feasibility of designing an “economic order” that “would
best achieve the values of democracy, political equality, and liberty” (1985, p. 84).
Other social scientists believe that it is possible to construct an institution or
organization that could resolve the conflict between democracy and economic order
(Blakely, 1994; Dahl, 1985; Denning, 1984; Pateman, 1970; Peirce & Steinbach,
1990; Robson, 1985; Walsh, 1978). However, these social scientists disagree as to
what that economic order should be and at what level it should operate.

The inherent conflict between community democracy and community
economic development relates to the process of decision making. Theorists such as
Lindblom, Stone, and Wittman posit that decisions are made with different
participants in the process. Lindblom and Stone suggest that economic coalitions
occupy a privileged position, but Wittman suggests that public accountability is part
of the process. Accountability in this case means putting elected representatives in
key positions to prevent favoring certain economic interests. However, Stone

argues that election coalitions are different from governing coalitions: Election



coalitions are more inclusive than governing coalitions, since they have a broad
constituent base; governing coalitions have a limited constituent base: economic
elites or interest groups—Lindblom’s privileged class. Urban development and
redevelopment theorists question the uneven deveiopment and lack of
accountability related to development decisions and the decision-making process
(Barnekov and Rich, 1987; Bradford, 1983; Kantor, 1987; Stone, 1989; Squire,
1994).

At the community level, democracy relies on public decision making.
Community residents are brought into the policy-making process, giving them a
say in decisions that affect them. Community residents also can use political
mobilization techniques such as protest, boycott, and adversarial techniques as a
means to force political and economic entities to respond to community
residents’ land use, job creation and business development needs. Community
economic development strategies differ, and require community residents to limit
political activity to bargaining and private decision making. In addition, the
assumption that markets will make rational and efficient decisions may change
the direction of job creation and business development to reflect priorities
counter to those of community residents (Barnekov & Rich, 1989, p. 221).
Community economic development and privatism emphasize capital
accumulation and profit maximization, which runs counter counter community
politics and community public policy, which emphasize the social needs of the
population (Squire, 1994, p. 197). Privatism may lead to economic restructuring

or gentrification, which force poor and needy populations out of spaces that are



economically attractive to other private interests (Barnekov & Rich, 1989, 228;
Peterson, 1981, 28; Squire, 1994, p. 202).

By constructing a private independent entity—the community
development corporation—community economic development theorists suggest
that the organization will allow community residents to make community
economic development decisions. In essence, community residents have the
ability to make land use and other decisions in a public forum. However, Kantor
argues that this is a method of exclusion rather than inclusion of different
interests in the decision-making process. Because the CDC is a private entity,
the participants in the process can exclude some voices, and some participants
themselves are co-opted: making the possibility of mobilization efforts limited.
Usually, in a development planning process, all decisions are made in private,
and include only a limited number of participants—ensuring confidentiality until
all details are addressed. In a public planning process, the details and decisions
are public knowledge, allowing community residents to voice opinions and
oppose some decisions. By co-opting some community residents, the voices of
the least powerful are excluded from the process, and the development elites
have the upper hand (Kantor, 1987, p. 513). Therefore, a source of conflict lies
in the method of policy-making, whether including or excluding multiple
interests in the decision-making process.

Researchers and scholars have studied institutions and structures that combine
economic and political orders. Dahl, Pateman, and others focus on workplace

democracy that increases workers participation in private industry. Denning, Robson,



and Walsh study public authority exemplifying public decision making over private
interest. Particularly, public housing authority, along with their resident councils,
combine public decision making with supplying a private good—housing—to the
public.

In literature on community development corporations (CDC), the assumption
is that the community development corporation is the economic order that combines
both economic principles and political process (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely,
1994; Peirce & Steinbach, 1990; Pecorella, 1994; Rubin & Rubin, 1992). Further, it
is assumed that this organization has the potential to bring the two conflicting
theoretical perspectives together at the community level within a city. This
organization is community controlled; however, the organization can contribute to
both community economic development (CED)—increasing economic and business
development (Alperovitz & Faux 1984; Blakely 1994; Shaffer 1989; and Swack
1990), and community political development (CPD)—increasing residents’
participation in the political process (Altshuler, 1970; Barber, 1984; Cochrane, 1986;
Dahl, 1989; Held, 1987; Kotler, 1969; Pateman, 1970; Zimmerman, 1972).
Furthermore, this organization presumably can contribute to the community social
development (CSD) of residents, alleviating the poverty and social disorganization
within distressed communities (LISC, 1993; NCCED, 1989 & 1991; Sviridoff, 1994;

Sullivan, 1993; Taub, 1990; Wilson, 1987).



The Question

The purpose of this study is to determine if community political development,
community economic development, and community social development can be
pursued in community development corporations in Indianapolis. Can these
organizations, which focus on community economic development (a private activity),
contribute to community political development (a public activity)? Does practicing
community economic development and community political development lead to a
revitalized community? What factors contribute to the ability of organizations like
CDC:s to achieve the goals set by the two conflicting social structures? What factors
prevent these organizations from producing both democratic and capitalistic
outcomes? Can CDCs, along with CED and CPD’s expectations, contribute to CSD?
If so, how? Can they provide the necessary impetus to change distressed
communities?

Put more specifically, this study examines community development
corporations’ participation in community development activities in the local political
economy of Indianapolis. Four basic questions are addressed:

(1) Can an economic entity or organization, designed at the
community level, also address democratic processes and
community control?

(2) What factors affect the nexus between community control and
community economic development?

(3) How does this nexus affect community social welfare within
these communities?

(4) What external factors might affect the nexus between
community control and community economic development
beyond the community level?



Each question attempts to discern the relationship between community
economics and community politics. Beyond that, the questions atterapt to
understand these relationships within social disorganization. Thus, if theory
holds true, then research should show that both community economic and
community politics exist simultaneously assisting to correct disorganization.

If not, then community economics and ccmmunity politics compete with each
other and one will dominate; then social disorganization will continue.

In order to answer the above questions, we first must understand what we
mean by a community development corporation. What criteria distinguish a
community development corporation from an array of other organizations that might
display similar tendencies? A community development corporatior. is a
comprehensive, geographically based organization that is community controlled,
consisting of place-based antipoverty and development strategies.

The literature presents several recurring themes that support this definition.
First, it often is mentioned that community development corporations are place-based
strategy, local institutions, or community based entities, indicating geographic
boundaries (Faux, 1971; Pecorella, 1994; Rubin, 1993: Sullivan, 1993). Second, to
some degree, the literature indicates that the CDC is some kind of entity, instrument,
institution, nonprofit, quasi-public corporation, or cooperative model (Alperovitz &
Faux, 1984; Berger & Kasper, 1993; Pecorella, 1994; Rubin 1993; Shaffer, 1989;
Sullivan, 1993). Thus community development corporations are artificially
constructed institutions that serve some purpose. Third, the purpose of this entity is

to engage in some type of development, economic, business, social, political or



citizen participation (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Faux, 1971; Pecorella 1994; Rubin
1993; Shaffer, 1989; Sullivan, 1993). Fourth, community development corporations
have some type of relationship with another group, for example, a partnership
between city, government, and business (Berendt, 1977; Shaffer, 1989). Fifth, they
are used by investors and funded by government, at least initially (Berendt, 1977;
Shaffer, 1989; Sullivan, 1993). Sixth, these organizations address specific needs of
poor, impoverished communities (Berger & Kasper, 1993; Faux, 1971; Rubin, 1993).
Finally, these institutions are community controlled, have resident involvement and
provide political empowerment (Berger & Kasper, 1993; Faux, 1971; Peirce &
Steinbach, 1990; Pecorella, 1994). Hence, community development corporations
used by investors, government officials, and residents are community-based
institutions that concentrate on development activities and are community controlled.
Additionally, several groups see these organizations as the answer to some
growing concerns of distressed communities. Community development corporations
(CDCs) have played an increasingly important role in the development or
redevelopment of urban and rural communities for the last 30 years. All levels of
government officials, foundations, and community residents have recognized the
potential that CDCs have for the development and redevelopment of urban
communities. For example, Clinton’s first presidential administration introduced
legislation—Neighborhood Leveraged Investment For Tomorrow (LIFT)—that
would allow the Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) to allocate
funds directly to CDCs, bypassing both state and local governments. Moreover, the

Indiana Department of Commerce’s Community Development Division has



aggressively promoted its Neighborhood Assistance Program (NAP) as a tool to help
CDCs and other neighborhood groups raise funds to revitalize their communities. In
Indianapolis, Stephen Goldsmith’s mayoral administration used CDCs to rehabilitate
and revitalize “clustered” areas within the 13 operating CDC geographic
communities.

Foundations like the Ford Foundation (through the Local Initiative Support
Corporation [LISC]), Enterprise Foundation, Howard Heinz Endowment, Mellon
Bank Foundation, Moriah Fund, Annie B. Casey, the Lilly Endowment through the
Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership (INHP), and others have funneled
millions of dollars to increase the capacity of CDCs to revitalize “blighted” urban
areas. Foundations generally prefer to give grants to nonprofit organizations like
community development corporations rather than directly to governmental agencies.
More importantly, some foundations mandate a resident council and broad resident
participation in programs for the urban poor.

Many researchers and practitioners of community development believe that
this policy instrument can assist in the alleviation of urban poverty, in the
empowerment of residents, and in the revitalization of communities merely because
this instrument is a “bottom-up” approach to urban challenges (Bradford, 1993;
Shavelson, 1989). Another researcher writes that CDCs are used “to break the cycle
of poverty in low-income communities by arresting tendencies toward dependency,
chronic unemplcyment, and community deterioration” (Berendt, 1977, p. 33).
Osborne notes that community development corporations are mechanisms that

address economic growth and the inclusion of the poor in that growth (1990, p. 13).



In addition to that, these organizations are used to avoid “bureaucratic and inflexible
programs” (Osbormne, 1990, p. 13). Finally, NCCED notes that “CDCs remain
committed to serving the very poorest people in America” (NCCED 1991, p. 3).

More importantly, community residents recognize the possibilities of
neighborhood empowerment and community revitalization through the use of
community development corporations that are community-controlled organizations.
Some residents see the opportunity of serving on CDC boards that design and
implement plans relating to their communities. Other residents see the opportunity to
actively participate in a planning process that might revitalize the community.
Community development corporations give them an active voice in the decisions that
directly affect their lives.

David Holmstrom quoted Paul Grogan of Local Initiative Support Corporation
(LISC) as saying, “the mushrooming movement of community-development
corporations (CDCs) is spreading like the kudzu vine in inner cities across America”
(Holmstrom, 1994, p. 14; see also NCCED, 1991, p. 1). The CDC movement has
proponents from all levels of government, foundations, researchers, and practitioners,
and, most importantly, from community residents who see these organizations as the
“instrument” to address urban challenges and to deliver much needed services. These
groups see CDCs as community-based revitalization institutions; we need to
understand how certain contextual and structural factors affect their activities.

Even though community development corporations are expected to achieve
certain outcomes, little research has been done to explain how these organizations

achieve their goals in their communities and for their residents (Puls et al., 1991).



Furthermore, little research addresses the effect of community and organizational
structures on these organizations. Few political scientists, including urbanists, have
addressed the political consequences of having these organizations within the urban

context.

Evolution of Community Development Corporations

Economic Self-Help Traditions in America

Many researchers argue that community development corporations evolved
out of the self-help tradition in America (Berendt, 1977; Janha, Wang, & Whelan,
1994; Lemann, 1991; Shavelson, 1989). In this section I will present a brief overview
of the self-help tradition in the United States, focusing especially on the black self-
help tradition. Christenson and Robinson state that “self help is a community
building strategy” and ““a commitment to self help is to put a normative specification
of what community life should be, as such is firmly embedded in a Western
democratic and pluralistic ideology” (Christenson & Robinson, 1989, p. 45).
Shavelson argues that the CDC is the “country’s oldest institution of economic self
help which can trace its roots to the Plymouth Colony” or “democratic
commonwealth” (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984, p. 252; Shavelson, 1989, p. 115).

Although the Plymouth Colony may have given us the first self-help
community, in 1825 in New Harmony, indiana, Robert Owen’s early attempt at both
self help and community development failed. Dolbeare posits that the cooperative

community effort failed due to individualistic tendencies on the part of participants
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(1984, p. 214). Also in 1825, an effort was made to incorporate freed African slaves
into Southern society—Frances Wright’s Nashoba, Tennessee experiment. It failed
too (Dolbeare, 1984, p. 214).

Berendt argues that while incorporation of freed slaves was the motive behind
the Nashoba experiment, all black communities were modeled on contemporaneous
European communes (Berendt, 1977, p. 17). Other communities that were
established to accomplish similar goals were Augustus Wattles’s Carthagena
settlement, the Refugee Home Society settlement, and Port Royal, a famous
experiment on the South Carolina Sea Islands.

Berendt notes that “while the concept of the CDC ofien is viewed as an
innovation of the 1960s, it is an outgrowth of ideas that have shaped ‘poverty
programs’ at least since the early nineteenth century” (1977, p. 4). However Berendt,

asserts that the pursuit of self help was indeed “a form of work enforcement” (1977,

p- 5).

Black Self-Help Movement
The logic surrounding the black self-help movement was expressed by such
African-American scholars and activists as Booker T. Washington, W.E.B. Du Bois,
and Marcus Garvey. Berendt argues that Washington advocated industrial education
to improve the condition of African Americans in the late nineteenth century (see also
Lemann, 1991, p. 289). Lemann asserts that Washington “proposed in a famous
speech in Atlanta in 1895 that blacks set aside the goal of legal rights and concentrate

instead on self help, so that the great mass of poor rural blacks could become
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econcmically self-sufficient workers, farmers, artisans, and small businessmen
without arousing white hostility” (Lemann, 1991, p. 289). Like Washington, Du Bois
and Garvey also noted the need for reducation, however, these proponents of self help
also advocated the establishment of business enterprise. Contrary to Washington, Du
Bois wanted the “whole person” educated not just the “working person.” He
especially felt that legal equality was essential to the social development of African
Americans. Both Washington and Garvey encouraged the development of all black
communities to allow for the creation of a black capitalistic culture. Subsequently in
the late 1950s, the nationalism movement was the acceptance of both Washington and
Garvey’s ideology of black self help. In 1964, Reverend Leon Sullivan began the
Opportunities Industrialization Center to provide job-training opportunities for inner-
city Philadelphia residents. Miller (1969) posits that the black economic self-help
movement led to the introduction of the Community Self- Determination Act of 1968.
In its present form, the black self-help movement is represented by such advocates as
Harold Cruse, Robert Woodson and Louis Farrakhan; and professors as Glen Loury

and Shelby Steele (Lemann, 1991).

Modern Tradition of the Self-Help Movement
Wileden cites these movements as the historical roots of community
development as we know it today: the 1869 charity organization movement in
England, the social betterment movement at Toynbee Hall in 1884, the 1886
playground and recreation movement in Boston, the 1901 school community center
movement in New York, and the development of a federation of social agencies

(1970, pp. 81-84). Wileden argues that the rural development movements included
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special interest organizations, along with the urban interest groups spreading to rural
areas (e.g., YMCA, YWCA, Boys Scouts, Girl Scouts, Rotary, Kiwanis, and Lions).
Intergroup movements were a representative body of an area, and included
cooperative extension services through land grant colleges.

Although the self-help movement has been associated with African
Americans, Herbert Hoover also concentrated on the “virtues of self-help” (Berendt,
1977, p. 6). Hoover particularly supported the efforts of voluntary cooperatives, big
business groups, trade associations, local communities, and charitable organizations
(Berendt, 1977, p. 6). Furthermore, Berendt points out that the Civilian Conservation
Corps was a self-help program. Other programs also associated with Franklin D.
Roosevelt that were based on the self-help philosophy are the Agricultural
Adjustment Act, Home Owners Act, and Works Project Administration (Berendt,
1977). Each of these programs incorporated the concepts of capitalism,
individualism, and work ethic. The Eisenhower Foundation introduced the
philosophy of “bubble up” which led to the “gray areas project by the Ford
Foundation.” Presidents Kennedy and Johnson saw the resurgence of the self-help
philosophy in the War on Poverty program. Its objective was to “organize the poor to
work on their own behalf” (Berendt, 1977). However, Berendt argues that “the
client” became the community, rather than individuals. This change in focus
permitted the creation of institutions whose theoretical bases were “twofold ones:
community control and community” (Berendt, 1977, p. 7). This was the beginning of

the CDC movement in the 1960s.
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Over the last 30 years, policy makers have experimented with several
decentralized instruments to implement policies in urban areas (Nathan, 1992; Yin,
1982, p. 77). For example, policy makers have used community action agencies
(CAAs), multiservice centers, and community development corporations that “would
be miniature umbrella agencies acting primarily as planning and coordinating bodies
rather than as operating agencies” (Hallman, 1970, p. 14). Hallman argues that
community development corporations would be “governed by boards selected by
residents through some form of democratic procedure, the precise method to be
worked out in each community” (Hallman, 1984, p. 16). CAAs’ creation, Title II of
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, was dismantled by the Nixon administration
(Lemann, 1991, pp. 199, 133; Jones, 1983, p. 338).

Multiservice centers, known as settlement houses during the 19th century and
used from the late 1960s through the 1990s, have focused on providing social services
to the low-income population within geographic communities in urban America
(Nathan, 1992, p. 76; Yin, 1982, p. 77). However, these agencies/centers do not
address such issues as housing and economic development in these geographic
communities (Lemann, 1991, p. 197; Miller, 1969).

Zimmerman notes that Kotler suggested that a “private, nonprofit
neighborhood corporation, chartered by the state, is the most desirable mechanism for
forming a new government and increasing public alertness and popular participation”
(Zimmerman, 1972, p. 18). To illustrate his point, Kotler formed the East Central

Citizens Organization (ECCO) which was funded by the federal Economic
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Opportunity Act of 1964 and later “received antipoverty funds in 1966” (Zimmerman,
1972, p. 18).

Kotler shows how federal policy moved from community politics of
“maximum feasible participation” to community economic development. He argues
that mayors’ calls for more control over community action programs shifted the focus
of funding away from neighborhood-controlled community action agencies. With the
passage of the Green Amendment by Congress, funding was redirected to city
bureaucracies, thus curtailing the financial capabilities of independent community
action agencies, especially those that had openly opposed the local power structure.

According to Kotler:

The new arrangement enabled the government to withdraw funding
form neighborhood organizations that confronted city power and to
begin to fund anti-poverty programs within a pro-city framework.
This rearrangement, in the sensitive world of politics, required a
“felicitous” adaptation of the theory of poverty to which the
political intention of placing OEO powers in the hands of the city
management would conform. The theory of local economic
enterprise, referred to as “‘community economic development”
(Kotler, 1969, p. 3).

Kotler argues further:

Now the idea was to encourage the enterprising people in the
communities, and assist them to establish small businesses and
little industries which could employ the poor people. And it was to
be this group of people--those ambitious for gain--on whom
established power would place the task of cooling off the cities.
They thought this would demonstrate the mobility of the system
and, at the same time, suppress the political movement of the
underclass (Kotler, 1969, p. 4).
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Kotler argues that the ideas of “organization-action approach” were
threefold. First, the organization of the poor was required to pressure the city
government (pressure politics). Second, because the poor generally were
located in specific neighborhoods, it was logical to organize them by
neighborhood (Kotler, 1969, p. 6). Third, this approach would satisfy the
requirement of maximum feasible participation (Kotler, 1969, p. 5).

Therefore, Kotler argues that “it [the organization] gave a political structure
back to neighborhoods which had lost their political identity because of
annexation and municipal reforms had destroyed the power of the
neighborhoods at the municipal and ward levels” (Kotler, 1969, p. 7). From
his perspective, “when the federal policy changed in 1968, and favor shifted
from community action based upon maximum feasible participation to
community economic enterprise, it seemed to contain a possible temporary
solution to the problem of funding the neighborhood political organization.
The government wanted enterprise rather than political action in the
neighborhood; it would move the people out of the meeting hall and put them
behind cash registers” (Kotler, 1969, p. 7).

In recent history, the self-help movement has found proponents in the Bush
administration, especially Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
Secretary Jack Kemp. With the support of Robert Woodson and Glen Loury,
Secretary Kemp “called for a new war on poverty, based on the principle of the

regeneration of the ghettos through self-help (and) ‘empowerment’” (Lemann, 1991,

16



p- 290). While self help has taken a distinctive African-American flavor, the concept
has been part of the cultural tradition of the United States from the beginning.

Clinton’s HUD has placed emphasis on increasing funding to CDCs through
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, Empowerment Zone
legislation, and other housing programs. In addition, HUD proposed the
Neighborhood LIFT program, which would have allowed direct funding of the CDCs
without involving state or local government agencies. This legislation, supported by
National Congress for Community Economic Development (NCCED), a national
community development association and interest groups, other national development
corporation interest groups, and foundations (e.g., Ford and Enterprise Foundations),
was not passed in 1994, however, the administration intended to reintroduce this

legislation in the Spring 1995 session of Congress.

Plan for This Study

This study seeks to demonstrate the ability of community development
corporations to affect different community development activities. This dissertation
1s a comparative case study of community development corporations in Center
Township, the eastern portion of Wayne Township, and southern Washington
Township in Indianapolis, Indiana. Indianapolis is a single urban political economy
context, permitting an in-depth analysis of community development corporations.
This suggests consistency in the pursuit of local economic development policies
across corporations. A theoretical framework of structural community political

economy and a model of community development corporation participation in that
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economy frame the analysis for this study. Descriptive mini-case analyses using
census data, field research, participant observation, primary and secondary data
sources, and survey data illustrate community context and organization structure that
might influence community development activities and decision making. Cross-case
analysis of specific community development activities uses information obtained by
participant observation, semi-structured interviews, field research, and primary and
secondary data sources.

This study of community development corporations in Indianapolis uses two
specific approaches to analyze the ability of this organization to achieve its expected
outcomes in the community. The first approach is to do an in-depth study within case
analyses of each community and its organization structures. This analysis describes
the neighborhood contexts in which these organizations exist, how they are organized
and operated, and their accomplishments and struggles.

The research covers all 13 active community development corporations by
participant observation, interviewing over 50 community developers, their
constituents, local officials, and others associated with these organizations.
Participant observation is essential to analysis. Content analysis of other case studies
also informs this search for specific activities performed by community development
corporations. Along with literature, these observations provide information with
which to code responses and other data sources. As a research assistant at the Indiana
Center for Urban Policy and the Environment, I had access to Geographic
Information Systems (GIS) mappings of the city; a 1993 Indianapolis Community

Baseline Survey; the Marion County Community Leader Organization Survey
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conducted by David Swindell; and interviews of city/county councilors conducted by
David Swindell, Sue Crawford, and myseif.

The second approach is cross-case comparative analysis of community
development activities between community development corporations within
Indianapolis, showing similarities and differences among these organizations. Cross-
case comparisor: might show that the size of an organization influences the outcomes
of that organization. This type of analysis might also show that the community might
influence organizational outcomes. Only by using both approaches are we able to
assess these organizations.

Contextual analysis of community development corporations can provide us
with an understanding of the functions of certain organizations at a lower level than
usually is studied in the urban context. By studying these organizations, we can
determine if they can provide a community both the opportunity of community
control, as some advocate, within an economic order that practices economic
development simultaneously. Furthermore, I question whether the community
(micro) level of analysis is sufficient to explain all of the activities that these
organizations face. Could macro-level structures have some influence on the

community development and their activities?

Journey Forward

Chapter Two will present a theoretical framework by which we can analyze
community development corporations. This framework includes both a structural

analysis and political economy approaches. These approaches assist the study of
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these organizations both internally and externally. Chapter Three discusses research
methodologies and proposes an organizing framework for studying community
development corporations. Besides defining the framework, I define and
operationalize factors that are included in this analytical framework. In this chapter,
data techniques are discussed extensively.

Chapters Four and Five present the analysis of CDC communities and their
organizations. In Chapter Four, I present descriptive analyses of CDCs and
contextual analysis through mini-case studies. In Chapter Five, I present a cross-case
analysis of the Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership CDCs showing
similarities and dissimilarities in their outcomes. Finally, Chapter Six presents the
findings of the study of community development corporations at the community level.
Inferences will be made about the ability of these organizations to do both community
political and community economic developments simultaneously and successfully.
These findings might provide clues to understanding the tension between politics and
economics, and perhaps indicate how to minimize that tension. I will conclude with
some policy recommendations that might help these organizations to achieve both

goals.
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2. ASTRUCTURAL POLITICAL ECONOMY
PERSPECTIVE

Most theorists and researchers approach the study of community development
corporations from a distinctive disciplinary perspective. Sociologists focus on
organizational characteristics and outputs (Vidal, 1992; Taub, 1988). Organization
theorists limit their discussion to internal organizational structure and process,
ignoring external influences (Kelly, 1976 & 1977; Mayer, 1984; Perry, 1987; Vidal,
1992). Economists and economic development theorists focus on outputs, although
some also recognize the importance of community control (Blakely, 1994; Glaser,
1985, 1986, & 1992; LaMore, 1987; Mayer, 1984; Mayer & Blake, 1981). Political
scientists focus on power, community control, board representation, and membership
attributes, often ignoring internal structure and process (Hanssen, 1993; Kelly, 1976
& 1977; Perry, 1987; Turner, 1992 & 1994). Journalists and proponents of CDCs
provide interesting case studies of successful community development corporations,
highlighting resident participation and the implementation of programs and projects
(Berger & Steinbach, 1992; Haliman, 1984; DiPasquale & Keyes, 1990; NCCED,
1990; Osborne, 1990; Pierce & Steinbach, 1987 & 1990).

Each approach provides an element of a multi-disciplinary strategy for the
study of community development corporations. Sociologists and economists
contribute an organizational perspective, while political scientists, journalists, and
advocates argue that community residents, the organization, and community power

structures are interdependent. By building on these distinct approaches, different
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analyses can be made. This multi-disciplinary approach provides an integrated
framework to the study of these organizations.

A perspective that enhances this discussion is the political economy approach
(Caporaso & Levine, 1992; Elkin, 1987; Nichols & Wright, 1990; Schultze, 1985;
Stone, 1989; Tabb & Sawers, 1984; Wade, 1983; Wamsley & Zald, 1973). Urban
political economy frameworks focus on the interaction between macro-level
structures and processes in the urban context (Elkin, 1987; Schultze, 1985).
However, most of these analyses neglect micro-level structures and processes.
Political economy frameworks of CDCs often focus on internal structures and
processes (Berendt, 1977; Stoecker, 1999). As a result, these approaches ignore
external constraints that influence these organizations. By expanding the research to
include external contexts, we can study macro- and micro-structural effects on CDC
processes and activities.

This analysis will also consider how structural constraints such as race, class,
and gender may influence the outcomes of CDCs. Merton argues that structural
analysis requires “multiple theoretical paradigms” or an eclectic approach that
complements the political economy analysis (Blau, 1975, p. 51; Austin, 1988, p. 10).
However, eclecticism is not without logic or reasoning, but it is “disciplined
eclecticism” or the linking of “complementary ideas in other paradigms” to a
theoretical framework to explain a unique phenomenon (Blau, 1975, p. 52). By
incorporating structural analysis along with the political economy model, the analysis
will show that constraints within and surrounding CDCs affect their ability to

accomplish certain goals.



This chapter introduces a theoretical framework for the analysis of community
development corporations within their context. The framework seeks to show how
contexts might influence expected cutcomes. The analytical framework introduces
two levels of analyses, three parameters, and three dimensions of those parameters.
The research tests whether community development organizations can produce
certain activities: community social development, community political development,

and community economic development.

Laying the Foundation

This section contributes several theoretical strands to the building of a
framework to study community development corporations in Indianapolis. This
framework, although eclectic in design, has several overarching theoretical
perspectives that facilitate pulling these strands together.

The foundation of the framework is political economy theory, with
philosophical roots traced back to Locke and Smith (Caporaso & Levine, 1992;
Nichols & Wright, 1990; Wade, 1983). There are three competing models of political
economy: neoclassical economic theory, Keynesian, and Marxian approaches—or
neoconservatism, liberalism, and radicalism (Caporaso & Levine, 1992; Nichols &
Wright, 1990; Schultze, 1985; Wade, 1983). However, political economy not only is
considered a theoretical model, but also a methodology. In the neoclassical model,
the relationship between economics and politics is understood within rational choice
or individual choice models. Politics is described in the sense of “private transactions

in pursuit of utility maximization” (Caporaso & Levine, 1992, p. 4). Economic
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calculus or economic logic is used to describe political processes (Caporaso &
Levine, 1992; Wade, 1983).

Keynesian models of political economy attempt to reverse the role of politics
or public authority in relation to the economy or the market. Fundamentally, the
Keynesian approach attempts to challenge the “foundational assumptions of that
(capitalistic economic) system concerning the proper limits of the market” (Caporaso
& Levine, 1992, p. 4). In fact, the Keynesian model recognizes the interventionist
role of government to correct market imperfections (Wade, 1983). Consequently, the
Keynesian political economy model illuminates the “relationship between the
political and the economic institutions of a culture” (Schultze, 1985, p. 9).

The final model—radical political economy or Marxian approach—focuses on
politics as the use of power and social stratification (Wade, 1983). Marxians see the
state as “repressive force” or “the great coordinator of bourgeois interests” (Wade,
1983, pp. 14-15). Marxians accept that conflict is rooted in economic relations,
which cause disparity between social classes (Elkin, 1987; Lang, 1989; Schulitze,
1985; Tabb & Sawers, 1984).

Lang (1989) argues that a political economy framework provides a multi-
disciplinary approach that includes the many paradigms useful in describing a public
policy issue. Accordingly, the political economy approach is a public policy
approach, because it allows the researcher to look not only at a particular
phenomenon, but also at the context (sociological, political, or economic) in which

that phenomenon occurs. In other words, the political economy approach presents an
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alternative perspective to “conventional explanations of urban problems” (Tabb &
Sawers, 1984, p. 3).

Urban political economists posit an interrelationship between the political city
and its economic order (Elkin, 1987; Schultze, 1985; Tabb & Sawers, 1984). The
soctal structure of class is integral to this discussion (Elkin, 1987; Tabb & Sawers,
1984). Accordingly, urban political economists argue that the urban policy reflects
economic interests, which are integral in the planning process (Elkin, 1987; Tabb &
Sawers, 1984). Their models recognize the role of various participants, elected
officials, local business, developers, and local bureaucracy in the process. The
pursuit of economic interests may lead to spatial segregation and fragmentation
among social and economic groups (Denton & Massey, 1993; Tabb & Sawers, 1984,
pp. 4-14).

In their models, Stone and Elkin include citizens as supporters of elected
officials. For Schultze, the setting itself is as important to the study as the
participants and urban institutions (1985, p. 10). Underlying all these models is the
inherent conflict between competing interests (Elkin, 1987; Schultze, 1985; Stone,
1989; Tabb & Sawers, 1984).

I begin the process of drawing a blueprint for a structural community political
economy framework (SCPE), which rests on the foundations discussed above. This
framework will integrate theories from politics, economics, and sociology to assist in
the examination of community development corporations and their outcomes. Let’s

begin constructing the walls.
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Building the Framework:

Community Political Economy (Structure and Process)

Structural Community Political Economy Framework

In this section I present the analytical approach that will be used to study
community development corporations. My approach will incorporate theoretical
concepts from sociology, politics, local economic development, and organization
theory. My framework specifies two levels of analysis, the community and the
organization. This framework develops the inter-relationship between the two levels
within a spatial locality. Implicit within this framework are interactive and dynamic
processes. The community may affect the expected activities for a community
development corporation and the context in which this organization resides might

determine what resources are available.

Figure 1. Theorized Framework

Community
Organization
Structure

Community
Development
Activities

Figure 1 presents a theorized structured community political economy (SCPE)
framework that represents analysis at a different level than is usually discussed in

urban politics (Lang, 1989; Peterson, 1981; Schultze, 1985; Stone, 1989; Tabb &
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Sawers, 1984). The structural community political economy framework has three
social structures with two dimensions within each social structure. These three
structures are social, political, and economic, with dimensions of structure and
process. As is true of urban political economy, integral to the building of SCPE
framework is the inclusion of class, race, and gender. These institutionalized
structures can shape the politics and policies of affected communities. In the
framework, social structures cut across two levels of analysis: community and

organization.

Structures (Institutional Arrangements)

The first dimension of the model is structure, or institutional arrangements.
Structures are formal or artificially derived institutional arrangements to address a
problem (Simon, 1981). Wamsley and Zald (1973a) suggest two distinct structures in
the studying of public organizations. These structures are external structure (the
context), and the internal structure (the organizational or administrative structure).
The importance of these two structures is their interaction in the delivery of goods
and services. Another feature of these structures is that they reflect three distinct
ideologies: social welfare, democracy, and capitalism.

In Indianapolis, formalized structures include communities and community
development corporations, which fit a policy need. Others, such as neighborhood
organizations, ward districts, and social institutions are sub-elements within a
community. Some formally constructed institutional arrangements are created by

community residents (for grassroots activities), and others by city officials (for
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planning purposes and allocation of resources). The two formal structures discussed

below are community and community development corporations.

The Community

Theorists, social scientists, and practitioners have grappled with the elusive
concept of community (Bonjean, et al., 1971; Christenson & Robinson, 1989; Chekki,
1989; MacCallum, 1970; Poplin, 1972; Shaffer, 1989; Warren, 1970).! Their studies
contribute a set of components. Some suggest political or corporate boundaries,
while others question the ability to specify location (Bonjean, et al., 1970; Warren,
1970). Another view of community considers social interaction and mutual
interdependence (Bonjean, et al., 1971; Christenson & Robinson, 1989; Lyon, 1987,
p. 3; Poplin, 1972; Warren, 1970). Others see communities as marketplaces or as
shared ownership, such as condominiums, planned developments, and cooperatives
(MacCallum, 1970, p. 59; Chekki, 1989, p. 4). All of these social scientists would
agree that people are an important ingredient of community.

Five models of community assist SCPE in the framework building process.
Each model contributes necessary components to the SCPE framework. The Poplin
model specifies three components: 1) units of social organizations, 2) meaningful
fellowship with other people, and 3) units of social and territorial organization (e.g.,

hamlets, villages, towns, or metropolitan areas) (Poplin, 1972, p. 29). This model

! The definition of community is the focus of studies in sociology and anthropology. Bonjean, et al.,
suggest that it has become an important discussion in political science with the advent of
behavioralism (Bonjean, et al., 1971). At least 94 definitions of community exist, however, these
authors recognized only 69 definitions. Accordingly, communities have been defined as territories
with organized populations, soil-based population, and mutually interdependent living (Bonjean. et al.,
1971; Lyon, 1987, p. 5).
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focuses on social elements and territory, but ignores political relationships at a micro
level or within a community.

The Warren model includes the following components: 1) specific population,
2) living within a specific geographic area, 3) psychological structures or shared
institutions and values, 4) significant social interaction, and 5) communities within
communities (Warren, 1970, pp. 1-7).2 The Warren model is a socially constructed
entity within a social system and having a social function (Warren, 1970, p. $).
Within this model, there are three major community processes. These are economic
activities (production-distribution-consumption), social activities (socialization, social
control, social participation), and psychological activity (mutual support) (Warren,
1970, pp. 9-10).

In the Warren model, key components are: population and geography
(Warren, 1970, p. 3). Communities may have populations of differing sizes;
however, geography is a limitation, because of the issue of overlapping jurisdictions
of governmental districts, especially quasi-governmental organizations (Warren,
1970). The Warren model includes social institutions such as churches and schools,
and also industry, stores, and government—political and economic entities (Warren,

1970, pp. 6-7).

2 Warren sees geographic location as integral to his discussion of community. However, there is a
limitation to considering boundaries as part of the definition of community, because of the overlapping
Jurisdiction of governmental districts, especially quasi-governmental organizations (1970, p. 3). For
Warren, differentiated communities have complicated our ability to delineate a geographic community,
and our interdependency has changed our ability to clearly define community. Warren argues that our
complex society has forced reformulation of the definition of community. He included two other
conditions in his definition of community: orientation toward district, state, regional, or national office
and less toward within and the transference of authority to state and national levels (loss of local
control). In this definition, community is corporate or political community.
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A third community model, the Christenson and Robinson model (CRM), has
four components: 1) people, 2) place or territory, 3) social interaction, and 4)
identification (Christenson & Robinson, 1989, p. 5). As is true of the Warren model,
geography is a difficult concept to define. Community can specify geographic space,
specific workplace, social space, psychological space, or cyberspace—thus moving
beyond a physical boundary (Christenson & Robinson, 1989). CRM emphasizes the
importance of people over space—where interaction takes place (Christenson &
Robinson, 1989, p. 7). In this model, social interaction is a form of interdependency
based on norms and customs (Christenson & Robinson, 1989, p. 7). Like the Warren
model, CRM specifies identification or psychological attachment to the organization.

The Hallman model of community has the following components: 1) personal
arena, 2) social community, 3) physical community, 4) political community, and 5)
little economy (Hallman, 1984a, p. 12). According to this model, a sense of
neighborhood identity with a specific place forms a personal community (1977a, p.
29). The model also incorporates a “collective entity” or social community which
aggregates a number of people within a specified spatial arrangement or place. Social
community incorporates shared values and norms, interaction, and institutions such as
churches, social service agencies, and voluntary organizations (1984, p. 40). In the
Hallman model, space is integral for the other communities to function. The physical
or spatial community is considered a subunit, or a subarea within the urban area. The
Hallman model specifies a political community as well, which incorporates
governmental institutions (city hall, schools, and field offices), voting institutions

(precincts, wards, councils or planning units, and community boards), and interest
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group institutions (neighborhood associations and community interest groups) (1984,
pp- 60-65). Finally the Hallman model incorporates an economic community that
recognizes income-producing units such as stores, commercial and manufacturing
facilities, and shopping centers, along with housing units, whether owned or rented.

The final model, the Koresh or (Segmented Political Economy) model, defines
a community as a subarea within an urban area that is greater than a single
neighborhood, organization, or group. A community addresses the needs of its
residents within a spatial configuration that operates within the broader urban
political economy (Koresh, 1986). In this community structure, organizations are
developed or constructed to address individualized/segmented or multiple needs.

Furthermore, a hierarchical structure is developed within the community,
often known as an umbrella organization (Hunter, 1979; Koresh, 1986). Such
structures combines political and economic entities within a community and perhaps
may serve as a local “minigov.” In Indianapolis, minigov was a plan to transfer
“authority and responsibility” to the community residents (Hudnut, 1995, pp. 13-14).
The idea of minigov is to give community residents decision-making power in their
neighborhoods (Hudnut, 1995, pp. 13-14). The umbrella organization can serve as a
political structure for the community, dispensing its social welfare, political, and
economic functions to other entities or organizations (Hunter, 1979; Koresh, 1986).
The model suggests that the umbrella organization would be the decision-making arm
of the community, developing policies and procedures for the community and the
voice of the community (Koresh, 1986; Taub, 1988). Furthermore, the model

suggests that the umbrella organization would devise strategies to address economic
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and social welfare functions such as developing individual organization or Hunter’s
vertical federation of urban neighborhoods (Hunter 1979, 284).

An important feature of these micro-political structures is the reciprocal
relationship of the umbrella organization with particularized organizations. Forms of
this reciprocal relationship are interlocking directorates, appointment of directors, or
departmentalizing these functions within the umbrella organization. Although I
recognize there are other organizations that further segment the political economy,
my examination concentrates on the community development corporation’s role,
especially its specific structure, processes, and activities used to address community
needs. Simply put, these elements of the community development corporations
should be in congruence with the community’s goals and objectives.

Several components are common to all five models discussed above. All
models include physical or spatial arrangements that provide both structure and
processes within social and political economies. Physical urban spatial
arrangements include subareas such as communities, neighborhoods, and block
groups. This physical or spatial community structure has specific boundaries that
denote its territory. The physical community structure within the urban area can be a
means of service delivery or serve as Hunter’s service district (Hunter, 1979). Also,
this community structure can provide a playing ground for economic interests or a
sub-community power structure (foundations, developers, and business interests)
(Warren, 1970).

All models specify population or people. All models indicate social

interaction. Poplin identifies social units as a key component, comparable to
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Hallman’s social community or Warren’s shared institutions. Identification, personal
arena or shared values are relevant to all models of community. Warren and Hallman
specify a broader definition of community by acknowledging communities within
communities; Hallman differentiates between social, political, and economic
communities. Hallman and Koresh each define the underpinnings of the Structured
Community Political Economy, specifying larger definitions and the recognition of
both horizontal and vertical relationships between community and organization.

However, these models assume strong communities whose needs are
addressed by appropriate social, political, and economic entities. Koresh’s model
does recognize the further decentralization of these activities by organizations that are
designed to address specific needs within a community. If a community has needs,
the expectation is that the community will develop an organization structure that
would address those needs, thus:

Hypothesis 1: The greater a community’s needs, the more developed the
structure of the community’s CDC will be.

The Organization: Community Development Corporations

The second level of analysis is the organizational level. In our SCPE
framework, the organization is a community development corporation that can be
seen as the administrative arm of the community. These organizations are built to
address the growing needs in distressed communities. Organizations have been
described as “social units deliberately constructed and reconstructed to seek specific

goals” (Etzioni, 1963, p. 3). At the organizational level, there is a governing board
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that addresses specific organization’s decisions (Etzioni, 1963). As stated in Chapter
One, the idea of self help has led to the formation of organizations that incorporate
this tradition. The evolution of community development corporations is explored

below.

CDC:s as a Place-Based Strategy: Legislative History

Over the last 30 years, policy makers have experimented with several
decentralized instruments implementing policies in urban areas (Nathan, 1992; Yin,
1982, p. 77). Community action agencies (CAAs), multi-service centers, health
clinics, and community development corporations (CDCs) are examples of these
decentralizing instruments. Multi-service centers, known as settlement houses during
the 19th century, have focused on providing social services to the low-income
population within geographic communities in urban America (Nathan, 1992, p. 76;
Yin, 1982, p. 77). However, these agencies/centers do not address issues such as
housing and economic development in their geographic communities (Lemann, 1991,
p- 197; Miller, 1969).

An instrument first proposed by community activist Milton Kotler is the
private, nonprofit neighborhood corporation (Zimmerman, 1972, p. 18). For
example, Kotler’s East Central Citizens’ Organization was funded by the federal
Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and “received antipoverty funds in 1966
(Zimmerman, 1972, p. 18). Lindsay’s mayoral administration devised a program that
moved implementation of the Community Action Program to such community

corporations. These corporations “would be miniature umbrella agencies acting
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primarily as planning and coordinating bodies rather than as operating agencies.”
The corporation would be “governed by boards selected by residents through some
form of democratic procedure, the precise method to be worked out in each
community” (Hallman, 1984, pp. 14-16).

Congress began focusing on place-based institutions for addressing poverty
with the passage of the Kennedy-Javits Special Impact Program Amendment to the
Economic Opportunity Act. Later, the Nixon administration passed the Housing and
Community Act of 1974, which included a provision for community development
corporations after the failure of Community Corporation Action of 1970 (Harvard
Law Review, 1971; Faux, 1971; Janha, Wang, & Whelan, 1994); Miller, 1969;
Lemann, 1991, p. 119; Peirce & Steinbach, 1987).

The state of Indiana has increased its support to community development
corporations through its Neighborhood Assistance Program (NAP), the low-income
housing trust fund, and corporate designation. NAP, through the Community
Development Division, gives investors in nonprofits an opportunity to eamn tax credits
for their donations. The Indiana Low Income Housing Trust Fund through Indiana
Housing Finance Authority (IHFA) provides short-term financing assistance (usually
between three to five years) to not-for-profit organizations/developers who build low-
income housing. Additionally, the Indiana Department of Commerce assists
community development corporations by granting the Community Housing
Development Organizations (CHDOs) designation to organizations that meets HUD’s
requirement of 51% neighborhood representation. This designation allows CDCs

access specific HUD programs.
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The Organization: Community Development Corporation

In our SCPE framework, a community development corporation can be seen
as an administrative arm of the community. Several models contribute to a political
economy framework for studying community development corporations (Berendt,
1977; Hanssen, 1993; Koresh, 1986; Kotler, 1969; Mayer, 1984, Stoecker, 1999;
Vidal, 1992). Below is a summary of these generalized models.

Two conflicting models are the Alinsky and Kotler models. The Alinsky
model, an intervention model, builds on external agents with minimum citizen input;
this model assumes that the ends are more important than the means (Hanssen, 1993,
p. 2). Conversely, the Kotler model, a grassroots model, assumes that community
initiatives and resident participation or internal agents are more important. The Kotler
model assumes that means or process is more important (Hanssen, 1993, p. 20;
Kotler, 1969, p. 39; Newman, 1993). The Stoecker model assumes a bottom-up
process, or community control and community ownership (Stoecker, 1999, p. 3).

In the Koresh model, the community development corporation is defined as a
redevelopment unit or economic unit by a community umbrella organization (Koresh,
1986). The umbrella’s economic development committee creates this separate
organization (Koresh, 1986). The Warren model of community development
corporations assumes that within a geographic area, an economic unit, focusing on
privatism and antipoverty activities, would be created by its community (Kromer,
1993; Newman, 1993; Warren, 1972, p. 144).

As with other models, the Berendt model (BM) assumes community control

sets the direction of the organization (Berendt, 1977). The overlying community
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control organization could create a business unit to develop profitable business. BM
also suggests a seed capital unit that is used to develop community business. In BM
community residents provide the manpower for the organization receiving assistance
from private-sector groups. BM suggests an advisory group of business people who
lend their expertise, but are not involved in the day-to-day operation or decision
making of the organization. In addition, the assumption is that community residents
will develop marketable skills that will benefit the community. Since the community
Is capital poor, a major assumption in BM is that the primary source of funding comes
from the federal government or foundations. Therefore, BM assumes that the
community residents have control over policy making and economic development
(Berendt, 1977, p. 33).

Like the Fainstein and Fainstein model of racial-conflictual model of
community control, the Faux model assumes that the community corporation falls
along ethnic lines. Since some cities in United States are predominantly African-
American, the Faux model (FM) proposes that the community development
corporation would address the needs of the African-American population (Faux
1971). These organizations are structured with a community planning board—such
as Koresh’s umbrella organization—that builds a nonprofit organization with a
community control unit. Board members are self selected, based on participation in
the community planning boards (Koresh, 1986). Membership is based on two classes
or types, voting members (stockholders) and nonvoting preferred members (Berendt’s
advisory members). As in other models, this organization would build a for-profit

unit that would be responsible for developing economic opportunities. A trust

37



(endowment) would provide a steady source of income for the nonprofit organization.
As in the Berendt model, the assumption is that the community residents control
policy making decisions, and a certain amount of funding would be external to the
community.

The Taub model (TM) of a community development corporation reverses the
role of the community organization and the community development corporation
(Taub, 1988). The CDC is built solely on the assumption that economic gains lead to
gentrification of residential areas and stop urban decay. In this model, the board of
the corporation oversees four other units: a bank, a development corporation, a
neighborhood unit, and an investment corporation. TM focuses on structures within
the community, not necessarily on “building people.” The assumption is that
improvement of properties would lead to improved conditions for people. Thus,
restructuring the physical space would change the direction of the overall community.

An older, long since abandoned model advocated an explicit role for the
federal government (Harvard Law Review, 1971; Miller, 1969). In that model, the
federal government would serve as a certification unit and funding agent. The
community development corporation would seek a charter and incorporation. The
goals of the CDC were to be the incorporation of democratic principles along with
economic goals, and the democratic principles would have primacy. As in BM, the
organization would have a representative board based on stock ownership. In this
model, the election process is envisioned as a referendum, however, the process is
similar to that of a business corporation with the stockholders doing the voting. Two

separate area service units were to evolve: one to address social welfare functions,
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and the other for community economic development. The economic goals of this
organization were to be job creation, rehabilitation and renovation of building and
facilities within the community.

Drawing upon nationwide surveys, Mayer and Vidal describe key components
of community organizations focused on development (Mayer, 1984; Vidal, 1992).
Mayer analyzes seven general characteristics of these organizations: track record, key
staff, homework or short-term planning, management, board of directors, and spin-
offs or other organization structures (Mayer, 1984, p. 29). Vidal details the history of
community development corporations, their size and composition, staff, funding
sources, and activities (1992). These researchers provide empirical critena for
analysis of community corporations.

Some of these models suggest that a community development corporation is
an organization with a community control unit that directs policy making. This unit,
the board of directors, is made up of community residents and/or those having a
relationship with the community such as work, play, or prayer (Mayer, 1984; Vidal,
1992). A number of theorists posit that the organization would also have specific
goals of community political development and community economic development
(Berendt, 1977; Hanssen, 1993; Koresh, 1986; Kotler, 1969; Vidal, 1992). Some
theorists posit that the organization would address social development goals as well
(Berendt, 1977; Sullivan, 1993; Taub, 1990).

Consequently, several hypotheses, based on the abovementioned models and
studies, emerged. All models and studies foresaw an economic development role for

these organizations, therefore:
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Hypothesis 2: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community economic development activities in which its CDC engages.
Understood within all models are the community control unit and community
political development activities will be pursued. I propose
Hypothesis 3: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community political development activities in which its CDC engages.
Newly envisioned roles for these organizations by some community theorists
and researchers are community social development activities; therefore, I propose

Hypothesis 4: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community social development activities in which its CDC engages.

A Framework for Analyzing CDCs

CDC:s are instruments of devolutionary politics and privatization of
government functions at the local level. CDCs’ organizational design reflects social,
political, and economic structures and processes. Although CDC theorists and
researchers indicate several factors important to the study of CDCs, these theorists
and researchers do not provide an explicit framework for organizing the analysis
(Berendt, 1977; Hanssen, 1993; Kotler, 1969; Koresh, 1986; Mayer, 1984; Stoecker,
1999; Vidal, 1992).

Organization theorists of design and new institutional analysis provide an
organizing framework that might assist in the construction of a political economy

framework (Daft, 1995; March & Olsen, 1984 & 1989; Mintzberg, 1996; Ostrom,
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1999; Powell & DiMaggio, 1991). Building on the ideas of CDC, nonprofit, design
and institutional analysis theorists, a community development corporation
incorporates elements of three ideological structures of community social welfare,
community politics, and community economics. The CDC political economy
framework consists of the following elements: CDC constitutional structures and
processes (organizational structure design and change), CDC collective participation
structures and processes (community control and leadership structure), CDC
operational structures and processes (community economic and administrative
structures and processes) and CDC community organizations. Below I discuss the
construction of these structures and processes that are central to the analysis of

community development corporations in Indianapolis.

CDC Constitutional Structures and Processes

This section covers both organization design and change and constitutional
design and formalization of organizations (March & Olsen, 1984 & 1989; Ostrom,
1999). When studying organization design and change, the organization’s origin,
originators, age, location, size, and change are significant factors for analysis
(Himmmelstein, 1993; Perrow, 1972, p. 178; Zucker, 1988, p. 7). Origin refers to the
time period in which an organization was founded. Vidal argues that there are four
distinct periods in which community development corporations developed. Her
typology addresses periods of activism (1960s), housing development (1970s),
commercial development (1980s), and housing development (1990s) (1992, pp. 33-

37).
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The originators of an organization usually determine the direction of an
organization. If the originators are residents, then the expectation is that the
organization will be responsive to community residents (Vidal, 1992). The
organization would focus on community residents’ needs rather than on other
programs and projects. For example, to help female heads of households to pursue
education or higher paying jobs, community residents might focus on creating a
daycare facility. However, developers as originators might focus on development of
housing or commercial properties, ignoring community needs. If the originators are
not similar to their communities, they might focus on issues relating to what they
think is appropriate for the community—not on community needs as perceived by
residents.

Age refers to how long an organization has existed. Vidal states that “older
organizations are larger than young ones” (Vidal, 1992, p. 5). Daft addresses
organization age in a life-cycle model. In that model, organizations go through the
stages of entrepreneurial, collectivity, formalization, and elaboration—or
nonbureaucratic, prebureaucratic, bureaucratic, and very bureaucratic stages (Daft,
1995, p. 178).

Location also needs to be analyzed. Theorists argue that the location of the
organization may indicate its importance to the broader community (Blakely, 1994;
Coles, 1975; Davis, 1972). Location encompasses spatial location and also whether
the organization owns its property or leases it. Community economic development is
seen in terms of the ability of the community to show ownership (Blakely, 1994;

Davis, 1972). If the location is someone else’s building, then the organization has
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limited autonomy over its use. Also, not owning a building may force an
organization to relocate frequently, making it difficult for community residents to find
it.

Size refers to the number of employees in the organization. Vidal argues that
the size of CDC organizations may reflect age, budget, and project mix. Daft also has
a magnitude measure (Daft, 1995, p. 17; Vidal, 1992, pp. 45-46). A small number of
employees restricts the ability of the organization to enter into a large array of
programs and project mix. A small staff may reflect the size of the budget or the
youth of the organization. Most young organizations have only a few key personnel
to get the organization going. Afterward, as the organization begins to identify needs
and programs to meet those needs, the organization will add staff specialists in those
areas, as budget permits.

Theorists suggest the process of change may indicate that the organization is
reacting to its context (Daft 1995). New institutional analysis theorists agree that
history—that is, change over time—plays an important role in an organization (March
& Olsen, 1984; Scott, 2001). In other words, according to Perrow, organizations are
“organic, growing, declining, evolving whole, with a natural history” (Daft, 1995, pp.
177-182; Perrow, 1972, p. 158). Change can be seen in the alteration of the
organization structure and processes or “patterns of action” (Scott, 2001, p. 94).
Gortner, et al., note that change can be planned or unplanned (Gortner, et al., 1997, p.
357). The area of planned change indicates the ability of an organization to address
its environment (Gortner, et al., 1997, pp. 361, 368). In an organization like a

community development corporation, planned change could be a reorganization,
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merger, or in extreme cases, dissolution. Reorganization means changing the
structure to reflect internal changes or changed environmental factors such as
governmental requests (Gordon & Milakovich, 1995, pp. 222-223). Merger is the
combining of two or more organizations into one organization to reduce competition
or to gain efficiency of operation (Daft, 1995, pp. 98, 278-280).

With respect to CDCs, constitutional design and formalization, the significant
factors for analysis are mission statements and goals, and legal requirements. Mission
statements and goals define the purpose of the organization or are justification for
organization’s existence and its intended outcomes (Daft, 1995; Gordon &
Milakovich, 1995, p. 181). The mission statements are plans for action, outlining the
organization’s focus and how it will keep that focus. Mission statements and goals
are the map of the organization, or its operational vision (Werther & Berman, 2001, p.
31). The goals of the organization ‘“define the scope of operations and the
relationships with employees, clients, and competitors,” and goals lend legitimacy to
an organization (Daft, 1995, p. 17; Gordon & Milakovich, 1995, p. 181; Werther &
Berman, 2001, p. 31). Types of goals include survival and maintenance, substantive
and symbolic, and program (Gordon & Milakovich, 1995, p. 181). Survival and
maintenance goals outline how the organization will pursue funding and goodwill to
continue its existence. Substantive goals are those that address why the organization
exists and what the organization intends to pursue. Symbolic goals are those that
draw inspiration and people to the cause. Program goals are specific organizational

activities.



In her Institutional Analysis and Design framework (IAD), Ostrom posits a
metaconstitutional level of analysis that specifies the “rules” that affect the
organization’s constitutional design and the legitimacy of the organization (Orlans,
1980, p. 89; Ostrom, 1999, p. 60). For CDCs in Indiana, this metaconstitutional level
includes the Internal Revenue Service Code 501 (c)(3) (defining nonprofit status) and
the Indiana Not-for-Profit Corporation Acts of 1971 and 1991. Compliance with
these rules allows the CDC to seek resources, grants or credit protection (Kelly,
1977). The state of Indiana requires articles of incorporation and organization
bylaws outlining the organizational structure, governing body, spatial arrangement,
and dissolution procedures similar to these proposed in models discussed above (Daft,
1995, p. 16; Kelly, 1977; Kotler, 1969, p. 44; Salamon, 1992). The organization’s
bylaws formalize the organization, the community control unit (board of directors),
the operational structure or administrative structure, rules for the dissolution of the
organization, line succession, policies and procedures, and organizational activities
(Daft, 1995, p. 16). By setting these parameters, bylaws set out the formal structures
(board, committee, and duties and responsibilities of executive directors) (Daft 1995,
p. 16; Kotler, 1969; Salamon, 1992).

The process of formalization includes three actions: having a personne! and
procedure manual, strategic planning, and succession planning. A personnel and
procedure manual outlines the policies of the organization as it relates to employees,
setting rules for reviews, annual vacations, retirements, and resignation (Daft, 1995).
Strategic planning is a process of laying out the future plans of an organization.

Mayer suggests that organizations have a “long range” plan that covers three to five
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years (Mayer, 1984). A succession plan outlines procedures to change the
organization staff (Daft, 1995). As crisis managers, the board of directors must make
decisions related to changing directors or replacing directors who have resigned or

died (Kelly, 1977, p. 76).

CDC Collective Participation Structures and Processes

Collective participation decision-making structures for CDCs include a
community-controlled board of directors (Bonjean, 1971; Cochrane, 1986). The
board is the representative unit of the organization (Altshuler, 1970; Bonjean, et al.,
1971; Cochrane, 1986; Kelly, 1977; Zimmerman, 1972), and sets the policies and
procedures that the administrators will follow. The majority of the board members
should be community residents (Mayer, 1984; Vidal, 1992). All board members
participate in the CDCs committee structure, usually focusing on a functional area.
Kelly notes that there are three specific functions of the board of directors: advice and
consent, review and control, and crisis management, in addition to policy making and
public leadership (Kelly, 1977, pp. 75-77). The board of directors provides
leadership and direction for the operating structure. To serve as reviewers and
controllers, the board monitors capital appropriations, the operating budget, and
human resource decisions. As policy makers, the board either sets the direction of the
organization or influences the direction of decisions relating to the organization
(Kelly, 1977). In the role of public leaders, the board members are reporters to
community residents (Kelly, 1977). At the chairperson level, the public leadership

role extends to negotiating with other organizations for assistance, representing the
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organizations at other meetings, and acting as an agent for requesting funds and other
assistance (Kelly, 1977, p. 106).

In the collective participation structure, a subset known as the executive
committee is generally outlined in the constitution and legal structure of the
organization. The executive committee is made up of a president, vice president,
secretary, and treasurer, along with the executive director or operating officer. Some
theorists suggest having a second group of board members who act in an advisory
role (Berendt, 1977; Faux, 1971). This advisory committee is a selected group of
professionals, including accountants, lawyers, bankers, and developers, who may or

may not be community residents.

Membership of Board

CDC boards generally have an odd numbers of members (usually 11-17)
(Kelly, 1977). For adequate social and geographic representation, community
residents usually constitute at least 51 % of the board of directors (Greenstone &
Peterson, 1973; Mayer, 1984, p. 38; Vidal, 1992, p. 39). “Residents™ might include
businesses, churches, and professionals (Vidal, 1992, p. 39). These members bring
certain skills to an organization that other residents might not (Hallman, 1984; Kelly,
1976 & 1977; LaMore, 1987; Perry, 1987; Vidal, 1992). Boards having of less than
51 % residents are more likely to be professional boards. To maintain CHDO status,
an organization’s board must have at least 51% community residents. A high
percentage of residents suggests a more community-oriented board of directors, and

thus greater likeithood of specific community concerns being addressed.
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The process of election/nomination to the board of directors is usually done by
a nominating committee which is an ad hoc committee meeting for a limited time
before the annual meeting. The nominating committee selects candidates who might
serve on the board of directors (Werther & Berman, 2001). Generally, the
nominating committee is charged with selecting a slate of candidates, which is put
before the full board for election (Johnson, 1993). Some boards require submission
of a candidate’s name and qualifications, such as residency or professional affiliation.
The committee selects a slate of candidates who are presented either to the board of
directors or to board members and the general membership for election. In a self-
selection process, board members or the executive director select the individuals they
want on the board. An election process allows the general membership to vote on
different candidates (Berendt, 1977; Faux, 1971; Kelly, 1977).

The process of leadership is the ability to persuade or induce a group to share
common goals (Gardner, 1990, p. 1). The sharing of information and the ability to
listen to others help members of the leadership structure to develop and pursue
organizational goals. If the organization’s leadership structure is doing its job of
sharing and persuading, then the community will recognize its efforts (Kouzes &

Posner, 1991).

Committee Structure and Processes
Also included in the collective choice structure of the CDC is its committee
structure. Committees select issues and discuss the initial policy decisions. Although

committee decisions are not binding, decisions generally are accepted by the CDC
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board and membership. Committees generally are chaired by a member of the board
who gets technical assistance from staff members assigned on the basis of their
expertise. Usually, the staff has expertise in a functional area within the community
development corporation. Other committees are temporary or ad hoc committees,
such as strategic planning committees. These committees report to an executive
committee.

The number of committees in an organization may indicate the level of
sophistication of the organization (Werther & Berman, 2001). An organization with a
small set of committees usually indicates that the organization is addressing basic
organizational goals and has not expanded beyond a simple level of development.

There are two major processes in the organization that affect committee
structure: the process of communication and the process of decision making. The
process of communication entails making information known to appropriate parties
(Gordon & Milakovich, 1995, p. 143; Kelly, 1977). Tc ensure the flow of
information, a community development corporation is required to have an annual
meeting, at which it sets out its accomplishments for the year and its goals for the
future. The annual meeting also provides information regarding funding and
allocation decisions. Other forms of communication are newsletters, brochures,
surveys, and any publication that informs members of the organization and the larger
community (Gortner, et al., 1997, p. 170). Communication can be vertical,
horizontal, internal and external (Gortner, et al., 1997, pp.145-146). Communication
may be delivered in formal patterns or may take the form of informal

communications (Gordon & Milakovich, 1995, p. 144).
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The second process that affects committee structure and the overall
organization is decision making. Theorists have outlined three basic methods:
decision-making rational model, incremental model or bargaining, and mixed
scanning (Gordon & Milakovich, 1995, p. 181; Gortner, et al., 1997, p. 222). Other
theorists have included aggregative or consultant-assisted decision making, and
March and Olsen suggest the “garbage can” model (Gortner, et al., 1997, pp. 222-
223). These methods of decision making are implicit formal arrangements.
However, CDCs also use informal methods of decision making such as consensus

building and voice or show-of-hand voting.

CDC Operating Structures and Processes

The level of analysis here is the internal structure of the operating, or
economic, unit of the organization dealing with day-to-day activities (Koresh, 1986;
Ostrom, 1999, p. 59; Taub, 1988). Key components in the operational structure and
activities of the organization are: (1) degree of vertical and horizontal differentiation;
(2) the executive director; (3) process of leadership; (4) staff; (5) projects and
programs; (6) funding and (7) fund development. Implicit in this unit of the
organization is Weber’s theory of bureaucracy. However, nonprofit and CDC
theorists argue that this operating unit does not display bureaucratic tendencies
(Galambos, 1993; Salamon, 1992; Weisbrod, 1988). In fact, its non-bureaucratic
structure is the justification for the construction of community development

corporations to deliver government goods and services.
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Vertical and Horizontal Differentiation

Vertical differentiation suggests layers within the organization, and horizontal
differentiation suggests specialization differences across the organization.
Community development corporations tend to exhibit flat hierarchical structures with
very little vertical differentiation between the executive director and employees. This
structure allows for collegial style of management, coequality, mutual respect, and the
participation of volunteers (Gordon & Milakovich, 1995, p. 159).

Horizontal differentiation can be seen in the assignment of job
responsibilities. Each position is assigned specific tasks within the structure. Vidal
posits that a low level of horizontal differentiation may indicate a small or weak
organization (1992). A low level of horizontal differentiation may also indicate a
limited focus.

The administrative leader of a CDC is its executive director (Kelly, 1976 &
1977; Perry, 1987). There are several ways to characterize a CDC’s executive
director. For example, the executive director can have various skills, talents, and
influence, such as city or nonprofit management experience, or non-bureaucratic
experience. An important characteristic is the number of years of job experience
(Vidal, 1992). The expectation is that an executive director with a significant number
of years on the job would add a degree of stability to the organization.

The process of leadership is exhibited in meeting goals for the organization.
To accomplish the goals, leaders use two types of leadership: formal and informal.
Formal leadership means observing the command structure of an organization. For

example, an executive director would send out an order that others would follow. An
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informal leadership style means face-to-face communication and relies on consensus
building among the staff (Christenson & Robinson, 1989; Hollander, 1978; Young,

1993).

Staff

Community development corporation researchers assume that the sraff, like
the board of directors, will be reflective of the community (Berendt, 1977; Faux,
1971; Greenstone & Peterson, 1973). As stated earlier, Kotler and others assume that
the primary target of community development corporations is the African-American
community. Vidal’s research analyzes the percentages of the staff that are African-
American, white-American, and women (1992). Since the population being
addressed is usually minorities and women, her research hypothesizes that there

should be sociodemographic similarity between employees and community residents.

Programs and Projects

Mayer and Vidal examine the array of programs and projects that community
development corporations provide (Mayer, 1984; Vidal, 1992). The complexity of
projects and programs suggests the types of services being provided (Mayer, 1984;
Vidal, 1992). A complex array of projects and programs suggests that the
organization has the ability to address several needs within its community (Mayer,
1984; Vidal, 1992). Mayer suggests housing rehabilitation, housing construction,
commercial revitalization, economic development, energy, and community facilities

such as parks and centers as projects.
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A less complex array of projects and programs would suggest that the
organization can produce only a limited number of goods, and it may be that the
organization is dealing with survival needs. Mayer posits four levels of projects: 0, 1,

3-5, or 6-10 projects per organization (Mayer, 1984).

Funding Sources

Another focus for analysis of CDC operations is on the complexity of funding
sources. Vidal suggests that CDCs have a complex array of funding sources:
members, governments, foundations, corporations, banks, or intermediaries such as
the Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership (Kelly, 1977; Vidal, 1992, p.
53). If an organization has a limited amount of funding, then arguably the
organization can support only a limited array of projects. Also, those funding sources
may dictate the type of goods that can be delivered.

The process of fund development is raising funds for the organization to
function. The creation of a for-profit business is an example of fund raising (Berendt,
1977; Faux, 1971; Kelly, 1977). If an organization has a subsidiary, especially a for-
profit subsidiary, then the organization has the ability to develop funds for its own
operation. Accordingly the for-profit unit will recycle the profits into the
organization for other programs or projects. To ensure stability and viability, the
establishment of an endowment would ensure financial stability (Faux, 1971). Due to
the lack of banking facilities in many of these communities, another financial unit that

these organizations can develop is some type of banking unit (Taub, 1988).
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Overall, if a community develops an organizational structure, the expectation
is that the organization will have the ability to address certain community needs.
More generally, the organization structure will have the ability to implement policies
and procedures to engage in community development activities. Therefore, I propose

Hypothesis 5: The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the
more the CDC engages in community economic development activities;

Hypothesis 6: The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the
more the CDC engages in community political development activities; and

Hypothesis 7: The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the
more the CDC engages in community social development activities.

The Process: Community Development Aciivities

The second dimension of the SCPE framework includes community
development processes—those actions that are designed to get things done in the
community and in the organization. These processes include both democratic and
economic processes. Democratic processes are designed to insure participation,
whereas economic processes are designed to enhance income and wealth.
Development is a series of activities that is intended to produce growth, change, and
improvement (Christenson & Robinson, 1989, p. 9). Although growth usually
implies some type of economic or technological activity, improvement connotes a
“social transformation” (Christenson & Robinson, 1989, p. 9). Change is a
“deliberate process specified by public policies to cause some type of action, or

planned intervention” (Christenson & Robinson, 1989, p. 10).

54



Community development is a process within some structure or institutional
form relying on localized political, economic, and social goals that require resident
participation in the decision-making process (Alley, et al., 1993; Christenson &
Robinson, 1989; Rubin & Rubin, 1992; Wileden, 1970). Community development is
a social action process that might lead to structural change (Christenson & Robinson,
1989, p. 4; Wileden, 1970). Social action may go beyond deliberate actions, as in
deliberative democracy and development (Christenscn & Robinson, 1989, pp. 11-12).
The community development process suggests political action within a spatial
arrangement (Christenson & Robinson, 1989; Rubin & Rubin, 1992; Wileden, 1970).
The implication is that political action would resolve conflicts and answer questions
of resource distribution (Bonjean, et al., 1971). The community development process
includes community residents in social action, political action, and economic or
community improvement, to achieve favorable outcomes for the residents within the
community (Alley. et al., 1993; Christenson & Robinson, 1989; Rubin & Rubin,
1992; Wileden, 1970).

Implicitly, historical context often is incorporated in the community
development process. Historical processes show the dynamic process of change over
time. Some argue that historical processes are not needed, but others see the need to
describe these processes to show directional trends. Additionally, historical processes
provide a filter that lets us see that social structures “undergo continual change”
(Blau, 1975, p. 19). Described below are the three community development
activities: community social development, community political development, and

community economic development.

55



Community Social Development (CSD)

Community social development is the process of involving residents in
education, health, recreation, and improvement of their quality of life (Taub, 1990).
Community social development activities include education services, youth and teen
services, physical and mental health services, and social services Jinkage.

Education services fill the gap left by public education institutions.
Community social development processes are activities needed to address education
opportunities beyond what might be provided by educational institutions. To
compete in the global economy, community residents need to have pre-school
programs that provide cultural as well as academic education, tutoring programs for
school-age students, and GED and college preparatory programs (Goldsmith &
Blakely, 1992).

Youth and teen services provide young community residents creative activities
and an alternative to gangs and criminal activities. Youth and teen services include
sports, art programs, field trips, and outdoor activities. Art programs and sports
activities give young community residents the chance to display their skills. Hitting a
ball and running around the diamond is more constructive than throwing it through
neighbors’ windows. Most communities have continual problems with graffiti,
however having an art program will give youths another outlet to draw and paint.
Many of these communities do not have Boy and Girl Scout troops, which would give
young residents opportunities to hike and camp or to explore their own

neighborhoods.
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In these communities, residential services address the needs for housing.
Residential services provide counseling and case management. Counseling services
and case management give community residents assistance in finding housing and
related services. As do young community residents, adults in the community need
recreational activities such as sports and art programs. Other community residents
need a place to live, and at times, community residents are not able to feed
themselves, therefore food pantries and soup kitchens are essential. More
importantly, community residents need assistance in finding and maintaining
employment. Case managers intervene when clients are having difficult challenges.

To address physical and mental health problems within these communities
requires providing health, public safety, and mental health services (LISC, 1993;
NCCED, 1989 & 1991; Sullivan, 1993). Health fairs, medical checks, substance
abuse programs, and exercise programs can improve the health of the overall
community. Health facilities are needed for preventive care rather than emergency
services. Programs such as Crime Watch, Porch Light, and Weed Control discourage
criminal activities. Programs such as fire inspection and code enforcement insure that
area houses are safe and habitable. Focusing on these issues at the community level
might alleviate social disorganization (Wilson, 1987). The construction of
community institutional arrangements might address issues of poverty (Goldsmith &
Blakely, 1992; Wilson, 1987).

A network of institutions may coalesce to alleviate urban distress (LISC,
1993; NCCED, 1989 & 1991; Sullivan, 1993). Social services linkages provide a

holistic approach to serving community residents. Problems that community
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residents face are more interconnected than separated. Generally, community
residents who need housing also need employment and health referral. Having
linkage to other agencies provides clients with referral services and complete

understanding of the person.

Community Political Development (CPD)

Community political development is the process of including community
members in accountability, leadership development, collective participation,
partnership, and socialization (Cochrane, 1986). Accountability is the ability of
community residents to have access to meetings, important documents, and public
information. Providing access is important, but so is maintaining connections with
community residents so that they are aware of events and activities in a timely
manner.

Changing structure requires continual /eadership development. Leadership
development is the process of bringing others along. Leadership development is not
identifying a single leader, but always finding new people to add to the organization.
Leadership development also is training members within an organization for new
roles and responsibilities.

Theories of democracy, especially community control theories, suggest that
community residents would have a role in the decision-making process or collective
participation (Barber, 1984; Dahl, 1985 & 1989; Held, 1987; Pateman, 1970;
Schumpeter, 1950). Resident participation and mobilization are explicit in the

community and in its institutional arrangements (Gilbert & Ward, 1984; Rubin &

58



Rubin, 1992; Schumpeter, 1950, p. 269; Verba & Nie, 1972). Most importantly,
these institutional arrangements should reflect the community’s interest and
composition and they should provide the community with community control or local
authority over decisions that directly affect it (Altshuler, 1970; Cochrane, 1986;
Kotler, 1969; Zimmerman, 1972). Community political development processes
include election and voting processes. Also included in community development
processes are activities or strategies that provide residents with political
accountability. The community political development process involves developing or
building interest groups to push for change, and setting up planning processes to
involve citizens in decision making from concept to completion.

Political partnership is providing linkage to other institutions that are
essential in local control. Partnership arrangements include city officials,
councilpersons, state and federal officials, and national associations. The most
important partnership arrangement for community institutions is with other
community organizations, such as neighborhood associations, multi-service centers,
and health clinics.

Ultimately, the political process might encourage structural change or
evolutionary or revolutionary processes that might lead to goal attainment (Cochrane,
1986; Hallman, 1984a; Jones, 1983). Socialization activities assist in making
structural change. Activities such as political education, and creation of and support
for neighborhood organizations ensure community residents have the ability to
organize and petition for their rights. Political education activities provide

community residents with information and strategies to collective participation. If
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there is a vacuum, the creation of needed organizations or associations will provide
community residents a vehicle for forming a united front. Furnishing neighborhood
volunteer associations with resources would provide them with the ability to function

and to address community needs.

Community Economic Development (CED)

The community economic development process implies growth and
development of institutions and activities that address community needs. These
activities include business retention, capital accumulation, housing development,
commercial and industrial development, business development, job training and
technical assistance, and organization development.

Business retention 1s a series of activities that assist locally-based businesses,
including capital flows to these businesses, technical assistance, advertising
community business and providing community business directories to community
residents.

An outcome of business retention is capital accumulation and resource
management. Swack argues that a major problem with distressed communities is the
lack of capital, or capital leakage. It is commonly known that in certain communities
capital turns over one time rather than several times, leaving these communities
without the resources to survive. Attracting new business and increasing industrial
bases provides new capital and also employment opportunities for community

residents. Recognizing that community residents are not receiving benefits and
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assisting them in receiving them will increase their buying power and ability to
survive.

Housing development is the process of building and repair community
structures that provide shelter for community residents. In distressed communities,
housing development generally is single and multi-family housing. Home ownership
is a tenet of the American Dream. Constructing housing allows community residents
to own property. Once homes are established, repairing and renovating are essential
to maintaining property values. Providing services to needy residents assists not only
them but also the entire community.

Perhaps the most difficult process is that of engaging in commercial and
industrial development. Commercial development requires the attraction of retail
strips and stores. Often these communities are devoid even of grocery stores.
Industrial development continues to be seen as an activity that brings well-paying
Jobs and upward mobility to community residents.

Community economic development theorists argue that attracting businesses
may be enough. Business development is a process of supporting existing businesses
and building new businesses that the community own. Business development
involves providing existing businesses with technical assistance such as accounting,
consulting, and loan financing. Included in business development is new business
formation and particularly community-owned business formation. These community-
owned businesses provide needed resources to the community and to the

organization.
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Interconnected with business development is job training and technical
assistance. Providing community residents with job training opportunities and jobs in
some cases facilitates their upward mobility. Job training provides community
residents with marketable skills that are needed in today’s economy (Goldsmith &
Blakely, 1992). Often, as Marable notes, community residents lack entry into jobs
and other opportunities.

Community economic development is the reliance on institutional or
organization construction or organization development (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984;
Blakely, 1994; Swack, 1990), local ownership and control (Blakely, 1994; Swack,
1990), geographic specific (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely, 1994; Shaffer, 1989;
Swack, 1990), and as requiring residents’ involvement (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984;
Blakely, 1994; Shaffer, 1989; Swack, 1990), creating linkages (Shaffer, 1989), and
planning and sustaining economic and business development (Alperovitz & Faux,
1984). Community economic development will mean an institutional building
process, within a spatially defined area, that includes local ownership and control for
the purpose of attracting resources to enable and enhance long-term economic and
business development.

CED emphasizes the importance of the economic development process and
business development over social or political development within urban communities.
This process will lead to organization building, business development, employment
generation, and other economic improvements for residency in certain distressed
communities (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely, 1994; Coles, 1975, p. 68; Shaffer,

1989; Swack, 1990). The goal of the community economic development process is
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change and growth in “attitudes, institutions, human skills, information availabilities,
as well as economic changes” (Coles, 1975, p. 68). However, Coles recognizes that
these factors are severely limited by problems of growth, structural unemployment,
inflation, and U.S. trade deficits.

Based on the discussion above, I assume that an organization is committed to
community development activities, and also that the organization will engage in
multiple activities to address the community’s needs. Usually, distressed
communities have myriad issues that need addressing. Therefore, the question is:
What is the relationship between each activity. Is there an interrelationship between
the three community development activities? I believe that they are interrelated, and I
propose the following:

Hypothesis 8: The extent of a CDC’s community economic development
activity is positively related to the extent of its community political
development activity;

Hypothesis 9: The extent of a CDC’s community economic development
activity is positively related to the extent of its community social
development activity; and

Hypothesis 10: The extent of a CDC’s community political development

activity is positively related to the extent of its community social
development activity.

What emerges is a multilevel analysis that addresses community and
organization simultaneously. Each level in the nested structure should contribute to
the overall effectiveness of providing goods and services within the community. The

framework that emerges encompasses CDC community, CDC constitutional
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structures and processes, CDC collective participation structures and processes, CDC

operating structures and processes, and CDC community organizations.

TABLE 1. Summary of Hypotheses

Community Needs and CDC Structures
Hypothesis 1: ~ The greater a community’s needs, the more developed the structure
of the community’s CDC will be.

Community Needs and CDC Activities

Hypothesis 2:  The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community economic development activities in which its CDC
engages.

Hypothesis 3:  The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community political development activities in which its CDC
engages.

Hypothesis 4:  The greater a community’s needs, the greater the amount of
community social development activities in which its CDC engages.

CDC Structure and CDC Activities

Hypothesis 5:  The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the more the
CDC engages in community economic development activities.

Hypothesis 6:  The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the more the
CDC engages in community political development activities

Hypothesis 7.  The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the more the
CDC engages in community social development activities.

Relationships among CDC Activities

Hypothesis 8: ~ The extent of a CDC’s community economic development activity
is positively related to the extent of its community political
development activity.

Hypothesis 9:  The extent of a CDC’s community economic development activity
is positively related to the extent of its community social
development activity.

Hypothesis 10:  The extent of a CDC’s community political development activity is
positively related to the extent of its community social development
activity.
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Journey Forward

This discussion outlines the model for studying community development
corporations in their contexts. The model specifies two levels of analysis and four
structures that might influence the activities of these organizations. This chapter
presented a historical overview of the development of community development
corporations in the United States, reviewed the self-help literature, and detailed
legislative history, illustrating the government’s role in integrating these
organizations into urban service delivery.

In the next chapter, I will outline the methodological processes used to
analyze these organizations. Studying organizations in their context requires
immersion, but it also involves finding pertinent empirical information. Let us

Journey forward and see how that information was collected.
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3. METHODOLOGIES AND MEASURES

Researchers use two designs to study community development corporations.
For the most part, community development corporation studies illustrate the evolution
and development of a specific organization (Berendt, 1977; Pierce and Steinbach,
1990; Taub, 1988). Case study designs present both interesting accounts of the
organizations and factors that influence their outcomes. Socioeconomic and other
external conditions are considered along with internal structure and processes of the
case study CDCs (Berendt, 1977; Taub, 1988; Pierce & Steinbach, 1990).

Some scholars use methods and correlation designs, which illustrate certain
measurable outputs, to study large numbers of CDCs (Mayer, 1984; NCCED, 1989;
Vidal, 1992). Their survey designs examine key variables such as size of staff and
budget, number and type of completed projects, number and type of housing projects,
and the funding source (Mayer, 1984; Vidal, 1992). Also included are internal
organizational structure factors and in some cases, socioeconomic and demographic
factors, as well as a detailed discussion of contextual variables. Their approach is
limited to macro-level analysis, to the detriment of contextual analysis.

The two types of research design stress different factors, variables, and level
of analysis. I used both types to study CDCs in Indianapolis. This chapter describes
the methodologies, data collection techniques, case selection, framework
specification, and definitions and operationalization of terms used in my research. I
conducted extensive field research and comparative case methodologies, and focused

on two levels of analysis—the community and the organization, its CDC. The
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community serves as the context in which the CDC operates. This design allows a
comprehensive description of each CDC, its context, and its development activities.
Comparative case analyses compare these CDCs across a number of factors to
examine their ability to engage in political, economic, and social development
activities. In the remainder of this chapter I discuss my comparative case study
methodology, data collection, case selection, common attributes of the cases, and
framework specification. I then present the operational indicators used to measure

the components of my structural political economy framework.

Comparative Case Study Design and Methodology

The comparative case study method seeks to explain the differing levels of
activity of community development corporations in Indianapolis. In general, case
study is a methodology that allows for more in-depth analysis of a “contemporary
phenomenon within its real-life context” (Yin, 1989, p. 23). Agranoff argues that the

2 &6

case study methodélogy, while “idiosyncratic,” “can be a systematic approach to
gathering data that is otherwise difficult or impossible to obtain through survey
research or numerical forms” (Agranoff, 1986, p. 34; Agranoff & Radin, 1991, p.
204). A comparative case study uses a number of cases of one event to extrapolate
patterns of similarities and differences (Agranoff, 1936, pp. 34-39; Agranoff &
Radin, 1991, p. 204; Eckstein, 1975). A comparative case study method also will
provide “replication logic” that is similar to running multiple experiments to test a set

of propositions (Yin, 1989, p. 53; Agranoff & Radin, 1991, p. 205). Agranoff and

Radin (1991) propose a ten-step comparative case study method:
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1)  Major concept and research question development;
2) Case site selection;

3) Formatting information sources;

4)  Discussion guide;

5)  Preliminary field orientation;

6) Final discussion guide;

7)  Site visits;

8) Post-site-visit impressions;

9) Case development; and

10) Cross-case analysis. (pp. 210-216)

The comparative case study approach, however, must address issues of
reliability and validity. Yin (1989) suggested several tactics to address these issues
(pp. 41-45). Jick points out that triangulation allows researchers more confidence in
their findings, stimulates the creation of inventive methods, and uncovers the deviant
or off-quadrant dimension of a phenomenon (1979, p. 503). Miles and Huberman
(1994) suggest that using multiple data sources is a strategy of “pattern matching” (p.
267).

For the purposes of this study, I employ multiple sources of data collection to
address construct validity. Data used come from participant observation, the U.S.
Census Bureau, resident surveys, and elite interviews. To deal with internal validity,
I show, over a number of cases, the development of patterns of similarities and
differences. Finally, I address external validity through multiple data sources and
replication logic as stated earlier. By focusing on CDCs in Indianapolis, asking
similar questions of these organizations allows patterns to emerge; generalizing from
democratic, local economic development, and social welfare.theories provides

guidance in the observation of these cases. By studying a series of cases, I address the
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important questions of how these organizations operate and how they contribute to
the achievement of these communities’ political economies.

Reliability issues, dealing with the feasibility of repeating the study, are
difficult. Yin suggests one way to increase reliability is to “conduct research as if
someone was always looking over your shoulder” (Yin, 1989, p. 45). Therefore, over
the time period of this study, I have kept a notebook on all CDC board meeting and
another notebook of materials received at those meetings. I also have kept a calendar
of events of activities that I attended related to CDCs and a newspaper clip file. [
maintained a file of data collected, arranged by organization, and also included my
calendars for this period. Through these techniques, reliability of this study is
maximized; someone else could go through all notes and materials and attempt to
replicate the analysis. However, the replication would be limited because that person

would not have the experience of spending time in those communities.

Data Collection
The data for examining Indianapolis CDCs come from multiple sources: 1990
Census Data and other archival data, resident surveys—the 1993 Indianapolis
Community Baseline Survey, and the 1995 Indianapolis Community Policing Survey,
participant observation, elite interviews, and secondary data sources. Multiple data

sources increase construct validity.
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Census Data

Data from the 1990 Census provide community structure information to
analyze each CDC community’s context. Information such as population,
demographics, education, household, housing stock, age of housing, and employment
will provide an assessment of these communities. Census data also will show the
level of poverty within these communities, thus revealing the amount of distress that
each CDC must address. Indianapolis United Way’s Social Assets Vulnerability

Indicator (SAVI) data set assisted in identifying these measures.

Survey Data

Two resident surveys provided comparative informaticn about individuals’
attitudes toward and perceptions of their community. The 1993 Indianapolis
Community Baseline Survey, conducted by the Center for Urban Policy and the
Environment, interviewed over 1,200 people within CDC communities. Information
gathered included answers to questions about public services provision and housing-
related issues (See Appendix for distribution by INHP community and characteristics
of those surveyed). The 1995 Community Policing Baseline Survey provided

information on residents’ perception of public safety issues in their neighborhoods.

Field Research
My field research included extensive participant observation, elite interviews,
and windshield surveys. According to Babbie, field research provides “more valid

measures,” although its reliability is somewhat questionable (Babbie, 1995, pp. 300-
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301). By studying community development corporations in depth, the interpretation
of those events provides better measures of concepts than survey methods (Babbie,
1995, p. 301). However, the personalization of measures can endanger reliability
(Babbie, 1995, p. 301). To reduce bias, I used literature to develop observational
frameworks that identify the factors examined in each case.

Marshall and Rossman argue that participant observation enables researchers
to immerse themselves in the setting by observing actions and experiencing the
environment in a manner somewhat similar to that of the actual participants (Marshall
& Rossman, 1989, p. 79; Singleton et al., 1988, p. 297; Yin, 1989, p. 93). From fall
1992 to spring 1995, I observed CDCs as part of a larger project involving
neighborhood groups and community organizations in Indianapolis, thus getting
“firsthand information” (Singleton et al., 1988, p. 297). CDCs, focusing on housing
production and community development, were important to their communities. The
opportunity to watch CDCs and their interaction with neighborhood residents
provided me with deeper insight into the relationship between CDCs and their
communities. Over time, I was able to gain access to board meetings, special housing
events, conferences, special training, and other activities in which these organizations
were involved. I was able to take field notes of meetings, observe participants’ roles,
and watch policy-making and decision-making processes. To minimize biases, I
maintained a passive role in the board meetings, answering only questions posed to
me. While doing this was sometimes difficult, my purpose was to concentrate on the

proceedings and not to participate too directly in the process. Being a participant-
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observer provided practical information about the operations of community
development corporations and their relationship to their communities.

Throughout my field research I interviewed leaders of these communities,
members of boards, and executive directors in discussions about their organizations.>
I interviewed CDC executive directors, staff, board members, and other leaders about
the goals of the organization and how they pursue those goals. While most interviews
were open-ended, some interviews maintained a semi-structured or “focused” format
in order to solicit certain information important to the study (Yin, 1989, p. 89). A
discussion guide “steers conversations with preselected key actors according to a
common format,” thereby soliciting similar information from interviews (Agranoff &
Radin, 1991, p. 212). For example, to get historical information about the
organization and project information, I used a set of open-end questions, including
when the organization formed, how the organization developed, what group or other
organization was responsible for its evolution, what were its projects/programs, and
how were its projects/programs determined. These questions guided the interviews,
however, they were nct intended to inhibit the informant from sharing other
information (for discussion on developing a discussion guide, see Agranoff, 1986, p.
35; Agranoff & Radin, 1991, p. 212). For each interview, I relied on hand-written
notes.

I conducted windshield surveys—a tool employed by planners—of each CDC
community to provide a physical community profile. A windshield survey is a

research methodology that allows a researcher to observe community structures as if

* For the sake of confidentiality, names of interviewees will not accompany their statements. A list of
interviewee names appears in the appendix.
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through a car windshield. The researcher does not leave the car, but makes notations
of observed objects and their uses (for a discussion of “preliminary field orientation”
and site visits, see Agranoff & Radin, 1991, p.213). Windshield surveys allowed
visual identification of key organizations in the communities and their spatial
relationship to each other, and also assisted in identifying communities that lacked

important types of organizations.

Secondary Data Sources

Secondary data sources used included neighborhood plans, reports from the
city of Indianapolis, city maps of CDC areas, Center for Urban Policy and the
Environment reports, minutes of neighborhood association and CDC meetings,
newspaper clippings between 1992 and 1995, and other sources. These secondary
data sources corroborate field notes and provide additional information used in

analysis (Yin, 1989, p. 86).

Attributes of Cases/Case Selection

Generalization across cases suggests the ability to replicate experiments. As a
scientist might replicate an experiment several times to test the accuracy of the
results, doing cross-case comparisons could be seen as replications of contextualized
studies. Replication requires similarities in the cases as well as consistency in
measures. To identify a set of comparable cases, certain attributes were used: 1)
legitimizing agencies and funding resources, 2) population characteristics, 3)

operational status, and 4) nesting within a community structure of organizations.
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These attributes provided guides for determining which organizations to include in
my research.

First, all organizations selected for study received legitimization and funding
resources from several agencies—the City of Indianapolis, Indianapolis
Neighborhood Housing Partnership (INHP), Local Initiative Support Corporation
(LISC), Indiana Association for Community Economic Development (IACED), and
the State of Indiana. Their recognition by formal gocvernment structures lent
legitimacy to their operation.

Starting with Mayor William Hudnut’s Housing Taskforce in 1987, the City
chose to use CDCs for community economic development. Neighborhood residents
were told that to receive community development funds, their area needed to have
such a corporation. The City of Indianapolis was therefore their first legitimizing
agency to provide direct funding, technical assistance, and public-private partnership
arrangements to the CDCs. The City also supplies indirect funding in the form of
Community Development Block Grants (CDBG). The block grant is an annual
allocation from the federal government. The city, with community participation in
the Community Development Committee and financial institution participation in
Community Development Finance Committee, provides the formula by which each
CDC is partially funded. In the development field, the city provides technical
assistance for land acquisition, title clearance, planning, and public-private
partnership assistance. For example, the city plays an integral role in bringing

together bankers, for-profit developers, and community development corporations.
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By building these relationships, these organizations are able to construct package
deals for housing and commercial developments.

The Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership, funded by the Lilly
Endowment, provides the core operation funding of these organizations. In order to
operate, these organizations need a baseline of funding to hire staff, lease office space
and office equipment. Initial baseline funding for CDCs by INHP is between $25,000
and $150,000; funding generally decreases over time. INHP also provides technical
assistance and credit counseling and loans for poteitial community development
corporations’ customers. INHP provides some technical assistance, especially for
new community development corporations, in the form of organization formation and
board construction. Because of its relationship with bankers, INHP serves as a
conduit between CDCs and potential customers. INHP provides a seven-week
housing counseling program that prepares potential homeowners to qualify for
housing loans that they can use in the INHP service area. In 1995, toward the end of
Mayor Stephen Goldsmith’s first administration, INHP began to serve as the funding
intermediary for HOME (Home Ownership Made Easier) funds for the city. HOME
funds are used by CDCs to supplement other funding sources to bring down the cost
of housing.

Local Initiative Support Corporation of Indiana (LISC), a statewide
organization and subsidiary of the Ford Foundation, is the third legitimizing agency.
LISC’s role is to provide technical assistance, training, and pre-development funding
for projects. LISC provides hands-on technical assistance in the development of

housing and commercial projects. This organization has begun to provide assistance

75



in expanding the role of CDCs in social development. LISC’s primary focus has been
to provide training for community developers in the form of a project development
training program, whereby developers are trained in the technique of putting project
packages together with a focus on the finances. After going through this training,
developers are expected to comprehend the technical aspects of developing a project.
In addition to technical assistance and training, LISC provides pre-development
funding for these organizations. Pre-development funding allows an organization to
research the possibility and viability of a potential project. Without this crucial
funding, it is difficult for community development corporations to implement
projects.

The Indiana Association for Community Economic Development, a statewide
association, is the fourth legitimizing agency. Although its focus is statewide, this
organization provides Community Housing Development Organizations (CHDO)
funds to housing developers in low-income areas. Along with providing CHDO
funds, this organization, like INHP and LISC, also provides training for community
developers in specific areas.

Finally, the State of Indiana serves as a legitimizing agency that provides
legal recognition of CDCs as not-for-profits. The Office of the Secretary of State
issues certificates of incorporation for all organizations that seek 501(c)(3) status as
stated in the Indiana Not-for-Profit Corporation Act of 1971. By receiving this status,
organizations are entitled to solicit funds and to give NAP tax credits to those making

donations. Besides legal status, the state offers several funding streams that are
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available to not-for-profit organizations. The Indiana Housing Finance
Administration (IHFA) also provides a source of funding for housing construction.
Using these legitimizing and funding resource attributes as selection criteria,
this research focuses on 13 community development corporations in Indianapolis’s
Center Township, eastern Wayne Township, and a southern Washington Township.
Although there were plans for 14 community development corporations in inner-city
Indianapolis, at the time of my research during Mayor Goldsmith’s first
administration, these legitimizing agencies recognized only 13 CDCs. Table 2 lists
the INHP community development corporations; their spatial locations are shown in

Figure 2.
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TABLE 2. List of INFTP Community Development Corporations

Acronym
BOS CDC
CCDC
ECI
KPADC
MB CDC
MFHDC
NNDC
MLK CDC
RARP
SEND
UNWADC
WCDC
WIDC

INHP

INHP Community Development Corporation

Business Opportunity Systems Community Development Corporation
Concord Community Development Corporation

Eastside Community Investments, Inc.

King Park Area Development Corporation

Martindale Brightwood Community Development Corporation
Mapleton Fall Creek Housing Development Corporation

Near North Development Corporation

Martin Luther King Community Development Corporation
Riley Area Revitalization Program

Southeast Neighborhood Development

United Northwest Area Development Corporation

Westside Community Development Corporation

West Indianapolis Development Corporation

Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership
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FiIGURE 2. Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership Map of Community
Development Corporations

1. United Northwest Area Development Corporation
2. Westside Community Development Corporation
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3. Martin Luther King Community Development Corporation
4. Mapleton-Fall Creek Housing Development Corporation
5. King Park Area Development Corporation

6. Near North Development Corporation

7. Martindale-Brightwood Community Development Corporation
8. Eastside Community investments, Inc.

9. Business Opportunity Systems Community
Development Corporation

10. Riley Area Revitalization Program

11. Southeast Neighborhood Development

12. Concord Community Development Corporation

13. West Indianapolis Development Corporation

14. Forest Manor Neighborhood (Potential CDC)

79



A second common attribute of the 13 CDCs is the nature of the populations
they serve: spatially concentrated populations with poverty rates well above the rest
of Marion County. In Marion County, the average poverty rate in 1989 was 11%;
poverty rates in the 13 CDC communities were significantly higher. For example, in
Martindale-Brightwood, the poverty rate in 1989 was 35%. While these locations
include both White-Americans and African-Americans, the African-American
population is disproportionately larger than the White-American population in all but
four CDC areas—Concord, ECI, SEND, and WIDC. In this respect their populations
are similar to those found in other CDC studies (e.g., NCCED, 1990).

The third shared attribute is the presence of a formal governing structure: a
board, staff, and projects. Having an informal structure or meetings to determine the
viability of developing a CDC is not enough. Although INHP had plans for 14
CDCs, at the time of this study, only 13 were formally organized and operational by
1995. With the technical assistance of INHP, three—Martindale Brightwood,
Concord, and West Indianapolis—became operational in 1992. Although these three
CDCs were not fully functional (still in their infancy stage of development), the other
ten CDCs that formed before 1992 were at least addressing some housing needs,
either housing repair or developing subsidized 202 housing for seniors who aged 55
years and older.

Fourth, these CDC:s all are nested in a broader community structure of
organizations. Within their service areas are an array of additional organizations that,
in theory, should work together toward community revitalization: neighborhood

associations, social service providers, churches and other religious institutions, multi-
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service centers, and health clinics. While it is expected that each of these
organizations provide a distinct function, at times their functions overlap. The role
that community development corporations play in this matrix is that of the
community’s economic development arm. However, when a community lacks one or
more of neighborhood organizations, CDCs may increase their role or may serve as
catalysts to stimulate the establishment of needed organizations. All 13 CDCs
operate in a broader community structure with diverse organizations. However, the

mix of non-CDC community organizations differs from case to case.

Framework Specification

Chapter Two discussed the theory that supports the framework in Figure 3.
This section defines the factors in the framework and supplies operational definitions
for each. My community political economy framework has three main factors:
community structure, organization structure, and community development activities.

Figure 3 presents a depiction of these elements and how they are related.

Figure 3. Community Political Economy Framework

Community
Organization
Structure

Community
Development
Activities
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Factors such as community (Bonjean et al., 1971; Chekki, 1989; Christenson
& Robinson, 1989; MacCallum, 1970; Poplin, 1972; Shaffer, 1989; Warren, 1970),
organization structure (Daft, 1995; March & Olsen, 1984 & 1989; Mintzberg, 1996;
Powell & DiMaggio, 1991; Wamsley & Zald, 1973), community development (CD)
(Alley et al., 1993; Christenson & Robinson, 1989; Rubin & Rubin, 1992; Wileden,
1970), community economic development (CED) (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely,
1994; Shaffer, 1989; Swack, 1990), community political development (Altshuler,
1970; Barber, 1984; Cochrane, 1986; Dahl, 1985 & 1989; Kotler, 1969; Pateman,
1970; Zimmerman, 1972), and community social development (LISC, 1993; NCCED,
1989, 1991; Sullivan, 1993) have intrinsic meaning in the function of community
development corporations. Although CED denotes a process of economic
development rather than social/political development, practitioners and researchers
often use the terms community development and community economic development
interchangeably. Before defining the specific measures, it is important first to define

what this study means by community.

Community
The definition of community, for this study, is a location recognized by some
form of authority, exhibiting economic activity, social interaction, interdependence,
shared values or interests, and psychological attachment among its members. Various
works try to address these questions: What is community? How do we define it?
How do we know it when we see it? Why is this definition so important? Thus,

various theorists, social scientists, and practitioners (Bonjean et al., 1971; Christenson
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& Robinson, 1989; Chekki, 1989; Hallman, 1984; MacCallum, 1970; Poplin, 1972;
Shaffer, 1989; Warren, 1970) have grappled with the elusive concept of community.

All studies on community contribute an array of dimensions to the questions.
Some suggest political or corporate boundaries while others question the ability to
specify location (Bonjean et al., 1970; Warren, 1970). Another view of community
requires social interaction and mutual interdependence (Christenson & Robinson,
1989; Poplin, 1972; Warren, 1970). All of these social scientists would agree that
people are an important ingredient in the discussion of community.

Moreover, in this study, the community is defined as a subarea or sub-
community within the city of Indianapolis. A subarea is a portion of that city that,
through some distinctive characteristics or historical fact, identifies itself in some
manner from the larger city, a planning district, or an older subdivision annexed by
the city. In Indianapolis, several subareas are referred to by location or by traditional
names with boundaries used to develop plans and deliver services. One example is
the Near Westside in the eastern portion of Wayne Township of Indianapolis, with a
population of approximately 15,000 people, located across the White River from the
Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) campus. Its boundaries
include White River Parkway on the east, Tibbs Street to the west, 16" Street to the
north, and to the south, the railroad tracks south of Washington Street (or Indiana
State Highway 40). Within these communities, there may be several smaller units
called neighborhoods and block clubs. In the Near Westside there are five

neighborhoods with associations (Haughville, Historic Haughville, Hawthorne,
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Stringtown, and Concord Village) aggregated into an umbrella organization called

Westside Community Organization (WESCO) in the Near Westside.

Factors in the Framework
My framework has three principle factors: community structure, CDC
organization structure, and community development activities. Below is a discussion

of these factors and the measurements associated with them.

Community Structure

The community structure factor has five categories that assist in our analysis
of each CDC community. These categories are: 1) concentrated disadvantage, 2)
spatial, 3) psychological attachment, 4) economic structure, and 5) political structure.

Concentrated disadvantage captures characteristics of each CDC
community’s population that indicate a need for social and other services (Sampson et
al., 1997). Indicators of concentrated disadvantage are the percentage of households
with income below the poverty level, the percentage of the labor force that is
unemployed, the percentage of households that are female headed and have children,
and the percentage of the population that is African-American. Each indicator is
compiled from the, 1990 Census of Population and Housing.

Poverty is defined as a relationship between classes or haves versus the have-
nots (Bell, 1987; Cochrane, 1986; Marable, 1983; Goldsmith & Blakely, 1992).
Communities with high levels of poverty need social service organizations that will

address some of the underlining reasons for poverty. High unemployment suggests a
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portion of the population that lacks upward mobility and may lead to a systemic
phenomenon of undereducation and under-skills that might lead to crime, mental
illness, suicides, health problems, and isolation (Auletta, 1982; Coles, 1975; Cross,
1974; Davis, 1972; H. Jennings, 1992; Jones, 1992; Jencks, 1991; Marable, 1983;
Jencks & Peterson, 1991; Bell, 1970). The presence of female-headed households
with children often indicates households with limited resources to provide necessary
needs for survival (Garber & Turmer, 1995; Randall, 1982). Weisman argues that
“structural gender” affects land use and economic development policies and that
ignoring issues surrounding institutional genderism ignores issues such as child-care
and transportation. Malveaux posits that African-American women especially are
residents of urban ghettos (Malveaux, 1992; Marable, 1983). The percentage of the
population that is African-American may suggest spatial concentration along racial
lines or deliberate re-segregation (Massey & Denton, 1993; Waste, 1996). Race,
along with class, may limit social mobility (Wilson, 1987). Accordingly, “race
matters” (Pinkney, 1992).

The spatial category has one indicator: proximity to downtown. Given strong
efforts in Indianapolis, as in many similar cities, to revitalize its downtown, proximity
is an indicator of the importance of the CDC community to other political and
economic entities (Blakely, 1994).

Psychological attachment measures the extent to which residents identify with
and have social ties to their community. Communities with greater resident
attachment and social ties are better able to organize to advance community interests.

This category has four indicators. Each indicator was constructed from responses to
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questions included in the 1993 Indianapolis Community Baseline Survey. The
questions used are:
1. Your neighborhood is one of the best in Indianapolis. Do you strongly
agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree?
2. When you think about neighborhood, do you think of it as: your own
block; a few blocks around your house; a section of; and/or all of
Indianapolis?
3. How many of your friends live in your immediate neighborhood?
4. Besides those living in your household, how many of your relatives
live in your immediate neighborhood?

The indicator bestnbhd is the percentage of respondents who strongly agreed
or agreed with the first question. The indicator neighborhood is the percentage that
defined their neighborhood as their own block or a few blocks around their house.
The indicators friends and relatives are the percentage who said that more than half or
almost all of their friends or relatives lived in their neighborhood.

Economic structure measures disinvestment in the community and capital
leakage (Blakely, 1994; Cross, 1974; Davis, 1972). Indicators for each CDC
community’s economic structure include the percentage of housing units that are
vacant, the percentage of occupied units that are renter occupied, the percentage of
housing units built before, 1940, and the percentage of employed residents working in
service or manufacturing industries. These indicators may demonstrate housing and
employment needs (Nathan, 1992). These needs may lead to policy demands for
improved housing and employment opportunities. High rates of vacancy, rental

occupied, and aging housing may indicate a need for new housing and housing
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repairs. High rates of employment in the service and manufacturing industries may
indicate that a large population has low-paying service jobs or has jobs in a dying
economy. This population needs job training skills to enter the new high technology
and information fields.

Another category of community structure is political structure. I measure
each community’s political structure with indicators based on resident responses to
questions in the 1993 Community Baseline Survey. The questions from which

indicators are constructed are:

1 How far away from your home is the closest park or playground?

2. Please tell me how you rate the performance of your local government
when it comes to providing each of the following services: police,
elementary schools, parks and recreation, street lighting, street repair,
storm sewers, trash & garbage collection, and access to public
transportation. Would you say excellent, good, fair, or poor?
(Repeated separately for each service listed.)

3. Local government is concerned about your neighborhood. Do you
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree?

The indicator park is the percentage of respondents saying that the closest
park or playground was within eight to ten blocks of their home. The indicator
services is computed as the sum of the percentages of respondents who said excellent
or good when rating each of the eight services. The indicator concern is the
percentages of respondents who strongly agreed or agreed that local government was
concerned.

Table 3 summarizes the categories of Community Structure and the indicators

used for each category.
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TABLE 3. Community Structure Categories and Indicators

Category
Concentrated disadvantage
[1990 Census]

Spatial

Psychological attachment
[1993 Community Baseline
Survey]

Economic structure
[1990 Census]

Political structure
[1993 Community Baseline
Survey]

CDC Structure and Processes

Indicators

% of households with income below
poverty level

% of labor force unempioyed

% of households that are female
headed with children

% of population African-American

proximity to downtown Indianapolis

% best nbhd in Indianapolis [SA+A]
% nbhd is own or few surrounding
blocks

% most or almost all friends live in
nbhd

% most or almost all relatives live n
nbhd

% housing units vacant

% renter occupied

% housing built before, 1940
% employed in service or
manufacturing

% park/playground on same block
% rating services excellent or good
[summed over eight services]

% local government concerned
[SA+A]

The second eiement of my framework focuses on the structure and processes

of the 13 community development corporations. This element has three categories:

constitutional, collective participation, and operational. Each category is

multidimensional, with several empirical indicators for each dimension.
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The first category, constitutional structures and processes, is measured by two
dimensions: organization design and change and constitutional design and
formalization. Organization design and change has six indicators: (1) period of
origin, (2) originators, (3) age, (4) location, (5) size of organization, and (6) process
of change. Period of origin refers to the era in which the organization was created.
As mentioned in Chapter Two, four different time periods characterize the
development of community development corporations: neighborhood activism in the
1960s; housing development in the 1970s; commercial development in the 1980s; and
housing development again in the 1990s (Vidal, 1992). Since the creation of
community development corporations in Indianapolis began in 1976—aﬁer
neighborhood activism—I collapse the last three categories into two periods:
housing/commercial development (coded 1), and housing development (coded 0).
The second indicator, originators, measures whether community residents (coded 1)
or non-residents (coded 0) provided the original impetus for developing the CDC.
The third indicator, age, measures the number of years the CDC has been operating.
Based on categories developed by Vidal and Mayer, a dichotomous classification is
used: 0-8 years indicates a young organization (coded 0), and 9 or older, a mature
organization (coded 1). The fourth indicator, /ocation, measures whether the CDC is
situated in its own building (coded 1) or is leasing office space (coded 0) (Blakely,
1994; Coles, 1975; Davis, 1972). The fifth indicator, size, measures the number of
employees in the organization. Again using Vidal and Mayer’s categories and
collapsing them into a dichotomous classification, CDCs with seven or fewer

employees are considered small (coded 0); those with eight or more are considered
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large (coded 1). The final indicator, process of change, is measured by whether the
CDC has undergone any significant changes in its history. A CDC that has
reorganized or merged is coded 1, and one that has not is coded 0.

The second dimension of constitutional structure and processes is
constitutional design and formalization. Constitutional design has four indicators:
mission statement, goals, articles of incorporation, and bylaws. The indicator scores
for mission statement, goals, articles of incorporation, and bylaws are determined
according to whether the CDC has (coded 1) or does not have (coded 0) each
indicator. Formalization has three indicators: strategic plans, policy and procedure
manual, and succession plan (Daft, 1995; Kelly, 1977; Mayer, 1984). Each of these
indicators is coded 1 if present and 0 if absent.

The second category of CDC structure and processes is collective
participation structures and processes. The category has two dimensions: board of
directors {the community control unit) and committee structure (the planning and
coordinating unit).

Board of directors has six indicators: board size, community membership,
executive board, advisory board, nomination/election, and leadership. Board size is
measured by the number of board members, with 15 or fewer considered low (coded
0), and more than 15, high (coded 1) (Kelly, 1976).

Community membership is based on the number of community residents on
the board. Although some community development corporation theorists include

work and pray measures in their analysis, I consider only residents. If community
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residents comprise more than 51% of the CDC board of directors, this indicator is
scored 1; otherwise, the score is 0.

The indicator executive board is based on the number of positions on the
executive board: fewer than five is considered a small executive board (coded 0); five
or more is considered a large board (coded 1). The indicator advisory board denotes
whether the CDC has a formal structure including non-community experts (coded 1),
or has not (coded 0).

Nomination/election measures whether membership on the CDC board results
from a nomination and election process (coded 1), or from a process of self-selection
by existing board members (coded 0). Although self-selection is the preferred
method among many nonprofit organizations, if this is a community-based
organization for the community residents, then residents should have some
opportunity to participate in the selection of their representatives.

Leadership indicates the board’s success at informing community residents of
the CDC’s actions. In the 1993 Indianapolis Community Baseline Survey,
respondents were asked to identify organizations that dealt with neighborhood
problems. Respondents were asked: Are there any organizations or groups that work
specifically to improve housing in your area? If the percentage of community
residents who answered “yes” was less than 51%, leadership was coded 0; if the
percentage was 51% or more, it was coded 1.

The second dimension of collective participation structures and processes is
committee structures and processes. Indicators for this dimension are committees,

communications, and decision making.
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Committees serve as planning and coordinating units used to segment the
responsibilities of the organization. Vidal (1992) argues that CDCs with four or
fewer committees have limited operation. With four or fewer committees (coded 0),
the CDC is addressing only a few fundamental responsibilities, especially since the
executive board is one of these committees. With five or more (coded 1), the CDC
can take on multiple tasks.

Communications measures whether CDC meetings are open or closed, and the
time of day of these meetings. Meetings are channels for the flow of information;
therefore if the meetings are closed, then there is not a flow of information or resident
participation. The time of day indicates the ability of community residents to attend.
If these meetings are held in the evening, then community residents may be able to
attend. However, if they are held at any other time, then this might eliminate the
possibility of resident attendance. CDCs that hold open meetings during evening
hours are coded 1 on this indicator; those with closed or daytime meetings are coded
0.

The third indicator, decision making, is measured by the formality of the
process. Formal decision making (coded 1) is reflective of a rational decision-making
model in which there is a specific decision making process, whereas informal
decision making (coded 0) is a consensus process in which agreement is reached
without a long process. In other words, an issue is brought to the committee and the
decision is based on a known alternative.

The third category of the CDC structure and processes is operational

structures and processes. The category has the following dimensions: differentiation
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(vertical and horizontal), executive director experience, leadership style, resident
staff, programs/projects, funding diversity, and fund development.

Differentiation has two indicators. Vertical differentiation indicates the levels
in the CDC'’s staff hierarchy. CDCs with two or fewer steps from entry-level staff to
the director are scored 0. CDCs with three or more steps are scored 1. Horizontal
differentiation indicates size of staff. CDCs with four or fewer staffers are scored O;
those with five or more are scored 1.

Executive director experience indicates the director’s tenure in his/her
position. CDCs whose director has held that office for five or fewer years are scored
0; those whose directors have held office for six or more years are scored 1 (Vidal,
1992). Leadership style indicates whether the director leads his/her staff informally,
emphasizing face-to-face meetings and consensus building (scored 0), or formally,
with a chain of command to inform and direct CDC staff (scored 1).

Resident staff indicates whether staff members are principally residents of the
community. If the percentage of staff members who reside in the community is 51 or
greater, the CDC'’s score on this indicator is 1; otherwise it is 0. Programs/projects
indicates the complexity of CDC operations. CDCs can operate a variety of
programs, including various business and commercial enterprises, housing programs,
and residential services (Vidal, 1992; Mayer, 1984). Those that operate five or more
programs and projects are scored 1; those with fewer are scored 0. Funding diversity
indicates the number of funding sources used by a CDC, with a larger number
thought to contribute stability to the organization (Vidal, 1992). CDCs with six or

more sources are scored 1, and those with five or fewer, 0. Fund development
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indicates whether a CDC has gone beyond conventional government and foundation
funding to generate its own source(s) of revenue. CDCs with at least one for-profit
subsidiary are scored 1; those with no such subsidiaries are scored 0.

Table 4 summarizes the categories of CDC structure and processes, their

dimensions, and the indicators used for each category and dimension.
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TABLE 4. CDC Structure and Processes

Category
Constitutional structure
and processes

Collective participation
structures and processes

Operating structures and
policies

Dimension
Organization design and
change

Constitutional design and
formalization

Board of directors

Commiittee structure

Differentiation

Executive director
experience
Leadership style
Resident staff
Programs/projects

Funding diversity

Fund development

Indicators

date of origin
originators

age

location

size

process of change

mission statement
goals

articles of incorporation

bylaws

strategic plans
policy/procedure
manual
succession plan

board size
community
membership
executive board
advisory board
nomination/election
leadership

committees
communications

decision making

vertical
horizontal

executive tenure
formal/informal

staff residence

# of programs/projects

# of funding sources

for-profit subsidiary
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Community Development Activities

The third element in my framework comprises CDC activities of three types:
community economic development, community political development, and
community social development. As discussed in Chapter Two, a successful
community development corporation will address or provide assistance in addressing
all three kinds of development. A variety of indicators are used to assess the presence
or absence of these activities in each community development corporation.

Community Economic Development (CED). While this term has been
around since the late 1960s, it has reemerged in the discussion of community
development. Researchers, social scientists, and practitioners argue that this process
will lead to organization building, business development, employment generation,
and other economic improvements for residency in certain distressed communities
(Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely, 1994; Shaffer, 1989; Swack, 1990). Various
social scientists and practitioners see community economic development as relying on
institutional or organization construction (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely, 1994,
Swack, 1990), as relying on local ownership and control (Blakely, 1994; Swack,
1990), as spatially defined (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely, 1994; Shaffer, 1989;
Swack, 1990), as requiring resident involvement (Alperovitz & Faux, 1984; Blakely,
1994; Shaffer, 1989; Swack, 1990), as creating linkages (Shaffer, 1989), and as
planning and sustaining economic and business development (Alperovitz & Faux,
1984). For this study, community economic development activities denote an

institutional-building process within a spatially defined area that includes local
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ownership and control for the purpose of attracting resources to enable and enhance
long-term economic and business development.

Community economic development is measured by the presence of different
types of CED activities found in each CDC. Seven categories of CED activities are
defined. The first, business retention, measures the presence of activities aimed at
maintaining capital flow, improving existing businesses, advertising community
businesses, and providing a community business guide. Using multiple data sources,
each organization is assessed according to whether engages in each of these activities.
If an organization performs the activity, then it is scored 1; if it does not, then it is
scored 0. The second category, capital accumulation and resource management, has
four dimensions. Within each dimension, the presence of each specific activity is
coded as 1, and absence, as 0. The first dimension, controlling speculation, is
measured by two indicators, /and acquisition and land trust, while the second
dimension, increasing transfer payments from government to residents by providing
enrollment assistance, is measured by five indicators of enrollment assistance
activities: AFDC payment, social security payment, disability, JTPA, and self-
sufficiency programs. The third dimension, increasing private funds, has two
indicators: increasing the presence of private banks and increasing foundation and
private funding. The final dimension is increasing public funds for area that has two
indicators: increasing CDBG and HOME funds.

In category three, housing development, there are three dimensions that
measure the CDCs’ activities. The first dimension, residential housing production,

has four indicators: single- and multiple-family housing, population stability, and
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redevelopment zone. The second dimension, rehabilitation and renovation activities,
measures the existence of roofing, air & heating, and plumbing & electrical services.
The final dimension is the development of homeownership opportunities. Indicators
of activities in this dimension are sweat equity, housing fairs, training and counseling
programs, credit counseling, and cooperative units.

The fourth category, commercial/industrial development, has two dimensions,
attracting new business and increasing industrialization. Attracting new business has
four indicators. These indicators include retail strip development, bringing grocery
and hardware stores to the area, and commercial development. It can be argued that
commercial development adds employment opportunities, but it also increases the
turnover of capital within these communities, thus reducing capital leakage (Swack,
1990). The second dimension, increasing industrialization, relates to reinvestment,
thus stopping further exit of industry from these communities. Other activities to
increase commercial and industrial development include setting up a redevelopment
zone so that certain businesses within that zone would gain certain tax and other
incentives to relocate in the area. By attracting industrial businesses, CDCs could
bring job opportunities for local residents. This may also stop the devaluation of real
estate within these communities.

The fifth category, business development, also includes efforts to retain capital
within the CDCs’ communities. CDCs assist local-business and new small-business
entrepreneurs to develop strong and sustainable businesses that could lead to
employment opportunities and retained capital flow. In some instances, these

businesses might bring new capital into these communities. Business development
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has three dimensions: improving the efficiency of existing businesses, encouraging
new business formation, and creating community-controlled businesses. Indicators of
activities to improve efficiency are bookkeeping assistance, business consultants,
acquisition of new location, leveraging resources, loans for new equipment, and tax
incentives. Four indicators—jfeasibility analysis, market studies, technical assistance,
and micro enterprise—are used to measure the encouragement of new business
formation. Development of venture capital, construction companies, daycare
Jfacilities, and financial institutions are indicators of the creation of community-
controlled businesses.

The sixth category, job training and technical assistance, relates to assisting
residents to get the necessary tools to reenter the job market or to retool for a new
market (Blakely, 1994; Cross, 1974; Davis, 1972). For example, with the
deindustrialization of these communities, residents with minimal job skills are not
prepared to work in fields that require a high level of training (Garber & Turner,
1995; Malveaux, 1992; Marable, 1983). The contention is that by providing these
services, residents may be prepared to get an entry-level position in some of these
fields. There are two dimensions that describe this category: providing training for
residents, and providing jobs for residents. Property management, property
maintenance, and new skill training (e.g., computer skills) are indicators of the first
dimension. Indicators of the second dimension, providing jobs for local residents, are
activities that provide construction jobs, staff positions, consultants, and job referral

banks or programs.
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The seventh category, organization development, measures the presence of
internal development activities that lead to a stronger organization that can address
community economic distress (Blakely, 1994; Coles, 1975; Cross, 1974, Davis, 1972;
Bell, 1970; Swack, 1990). Indicators of whether a CDC has increased capacity
include: organization policies and procedure, staff skill development, building a
reserve fund, and developing linkages to other community-oriented services.

Table 5 summarizes the categories, dimensions and indicators for Community

Economic Development.
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TABLE 5. Community Economic Development

Category
Business retention (BR)

Capital accumulation and
resource management

(CA/RM)

Housing development
(HD)

Commercial/industrial
development (CID)

Dimensions

Controlling
speculation

Increasing transfer
payments

Increasing private
funds

Increasing public
funds

Providing residential
housing

Rehabilitation and
renovation

Homeownership
opportunities

Attracting new
business

Indicators

maintaining capital flow
improving existing
businesses

advertising community
businesses

community business guide

land acquisition
land trust

AFDC

Social Security

Disability

JTPA

Self-sufficiency programs

private banks
foundation/private funding

CDBG
HOME

single-family
multi-family
population stability
redevelopment zone

roofing

air and heating
plumbing and electrical
services

sweat equity
housing fairs
training/counseling
credit counseling
CO-Op units

retail strip

grocery stores
hardware stores
redevelopment zone
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TABLE 5. (continued)

Increasing - redevelopment zone
industrialization
Business development Improving efficiency - bookkeeping assistance
(BD) - business consultants

- location acquisition

- loans for new equipment
- leveraging resources

- tax incentives

Encouraging new - feasibility analysis
business formation - market studies
- training leadership and
development

- micro enterprise

Community-controlled - venture capital
business - construction companies
- daycare facilities
- financial institutions

Job training and technical  Training - property management
assistance (JTTA) - property maintenance
- new skills training

Employment - construction jobs
- CDC staff positions
- Consultants
- Job referral

Organization development  Building institutional - hiring staff
(OD) capacity - staff development
- reserve funds
- setting organization chart
- line succession
- personnel policy and
procedure manual

Building linkages
Public decisions
Democratic

management and
control of enterprise
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Community Political Development (CPD). 1 define community political
development as the process of including people within a specific geographic area in
collective decision making, collective participation/community participation, and
leadership growth (Cochrane, 1986). I base my definition on the theories of
democracy (Barber, 1984; Dahl, 1985, 1989; Held, 1987; Pateman, 1970;
Schumpeter, 1950), and literature on citizen participation/mobilization (Gilbert &
Ward, 1984; Rubin & Rubin, 1992; Verba & Nie, 1972) and on community
control/politics (Altshuler, 1970; Cochrane, 1986; Kotler, 1969; Zimmerman, 1972).

Five categories of activities, accountability, leadership development,
participation, partnership, and socialization are used to measure community political
development activities. The first category, accountability, has four dimensions:
providing accessibility, providing accountability, maintaining connection with
residents, and responding to changing conditions and residents. Indicators of
providing accessibility include giving residents the time and place of meeting,
location of the organization, and access to copies of documents and strategic plans.
The second dimension, providing accountability, is indicated by published minutes,
public meetings, public discussion of proposed plans (e.g., for redevelopment zones),
hours of operation, and presence of a 24-hour on-call number. These suggest that
these organizations are able to keep community residents well informed and to open
discussion and debate (Kelly, 1976). However, if an organization does not inform
residents, it might suggest that the organization is working not in the interest of the
community but in some other interest. The third dimension, maintaining connection

with residents, shows that an organization is working to keep residents up-to-date on
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its plans. Indicators for this dimension are: newsletters, annual meetings, flyers,
community outreach, announcements, open door policy, and residents’ agenda.

The second category, leadership development, includes efforts to broaden
CDC leadership and improve leaders’ skills. There are four indicators of leadership
development: board training, membership training, active recruitment of new
members, and including non—-board-member residents on organization committees.
Training board members and general members can increase knowledge of
organization’s mission and goal. This allows greater input into the decision-making
process by allowing well-informed voices to express policy demands. Likewise,
active recruitment of new members and allowing non-board members on organization
committees ensures multiple inputs and rejuvenation of the organization. It can be
argued that having different voices in the policy and decision-making processes helps
ensure that a small elite group does not make all the organization’s decisions, thus
limiting outcomes.

The third category, political participation, refers to the ability of community
residents to become active in the CDC. Dimensions include promoting self-
governance, collective decision making, assisting and monitoring property
management, and mobilization. Having the ability to participate might suggest that
the community residents are indeed engaged in the organization’s provision and
production process.

Indicators of self-governance include: level of board representation, agenda
setting, constitution and bylaws writing, represented staff, and power-sharing

arrangements. The second dimension, collective decision making, is a process of
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moving beyond a select elite to a broader community perspective. Indicators are the
election of board members, open planning and policy-making processes, and
community decision making, especially on those issues that are important to the
overall community. Assisting and monitoring property management enhances
community residents’ ability to determine who lives in the property and the condition
of that property. Having a review committee, monthly reports, and site inspections
are indicators of this dimension. The fourth dimension, mobilization, addresses the
CDCs’ efforts to engage community residents in political processes that require active
expression of policy concerns and demands. Using this methodology might suggest
that CDCs recognize that there are times to go beyond safe activity to demand policy
action from Indianapolis city and its elected officials. While some see this as the role
of neighborhood associations, in the case of no active neighborhood association, this
CPD activity might require another group to step to the plate. This activity can be
costly, and requires a degree of autonomy as well as the willingness to lose.
Indicators for mobilization are the following: organizing local residents, legal action,
petition drives, referenda and recalls, town hall meetings, and demonstrations,
rallies, protests, and marches.

The fourth category of community political development, political
partnership, is integral to the ability of CDCs to receive certain benefits from
governmental officials, elected officials, and neighborhood associations. To measure
this category, there is one dimension, building alliances or partnerships. Indicators
that a CDC has built alliances are relationships with councilpersons, and

governmental officials at all levels, but most important this organization needs to
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have an alliance with the neighborhood association, especially if it defaults to this
organization for mobilization efforts. I would argue that an organization needs these
alliances to produce housing, to address community social development, and for
commercial and industrial and business development. Funds and policy changes
(zoning variance, tax incentives and abatements, land banking, and eminent domain)
from governmental agencies are necessary for some CED activities.

The final category in community political development is socialization. CDC
literature argues that one purpose of these organizaticns is to assist in the integration
of community residents into the larger society. In particular, the literature argues that
these intermediating institutions bridge the gap between community residents and the
larger society. Two dimensions, providing political understanding and providing
support for neighborhood organizations, are applicable to this category. Providing
political understanding has six indicators: candidate forums, issue forums, ‘‘you're
your representative” nights, field trips, city official receptions, and the calling of
special meetings. By providing these opportunities, community residents are better
informed of the political process and the operatives in that process. Whenever
possible, CDCs can provide support for other organizations and groups within their
communities. [ndicators of this support include development, membership,
participation, space, equipment, and staff support. By providing these elements to
other neighborhood organizations, CDCs can enable these organizations to perform
functions that are generally associated with political development. Developing new

organizations is an indicator that illustrates how these organizations bridge that gap.
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In some communities, there are not neighborhood associations that give community
residents a chance to ally with each other and discuss community needs.
Table 6 summarizes the categories, dimensions, and indicators of Community

Political Development.
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TABLE 6. Community Political Development

Category Dimension
Accountability Accessibility

Accountability

Maintaining
connection with
residents

Responding to
changing conditions
and residents

Leadership

development (LD)

Political participation Self-governance
(POLPART)

Collective decision
making

Indicators

published time and place of
meetings

accessible location

access to documents

copies of strategic plans

published minutes

public meetings

public review of plans
published hours of operation
24-hour telephone number

newsletters

annual meetings
flyers

community outreach
announcements
open door policy
residents’ agenda

change in representative
structure

nontraditional recruitment
work with special populations

board training
membership training
active recruitment
residents committee
membership

board representation
agenda setting
constitution/bylaws writing
staff representation
power-sharing

elected board

open planning and policy
making

community decision making
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TABLE 6. (continued)

Assisting and - tenant review committee
monitoring property - monthly reports
management - site inspections
Mobilization - organizing local residents

- legal action

- petition drives

- referenda and recalls

- town hall meetings

- demonstrations, rallies,
protests, and marches

Political partnership Building alliances and - city councilpersons
(POLPSHP) partnerships - federal and state officials
- city bureaucracy
- local associations
- national associations

Socialization Political - candidate forums
(POLSOC) understanding - issue forums
- “you’re your representative”
nights
- field trips

- city official receptions
- special meetings

Support for - development of new
neighborhood organizations
organizations - membership in organizations
- participation in annual
meetings

- space in building
- use of equipment
- staff support

Community Social Development (CSD). Community social development is
the process of involving residents within a defined area with the ability to address
issues of education, health, and recreation or improve the quality of life within that

area (Taub, 1990). Community development literature mentions the need to provide
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some type of educational opportunity beyond what might be provided by educational
institutions, while other literature mentions the need to address issues such as
physical and mental health problems within these communities (LISC, 1993;
NCCED, 1989, 1991; Sullivan, 1993). Social scientists often argue that certain
institutions are not located within these communities, and without these institutions,
disorganization prevails (Wilson, 1987). Gthers argue that the restructuring of these
institutions within the community can address issues of poverty (Goldsmith &
Blakely, 1992; Wilson, 1987). Building institutions or providing a network of
institutions to alleviate urban distress is a goal of community development (LISC,
1993; NCCED, 1989, 1991; Sullivan, 1993).

To measure CSD, five categories, education services, youth and teen services,
residential services, physical and mental health services, and social services linkages,
are analyzed. These categories measure activities designed to improve the living
conditions of community residents. This is a new CD activity for some CDCs: there
is a recognition that without improving the overall living condition of the individual,
changes that CED and CPD bring about may be temporary. The first category,
educational services, measures efforts to improve the educational level of area
residents. It has one dimension—providing learning opportunities—with four
indicators: one each for the presence or absence of pre-school programs, tutoring
programs, GED programs, and college preparatory programs.

The second category of community social development is youth and teen
services. It has one dimension, providing recreation activities, and four indicators:

sport activities, art programs, field trips, and outdoor activities. The objective of
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these activities is to provide youth and teen services as an alternative to street gangs
and other harmful activities. Field trips give youths a chance to go to places that they
might not otherwise have an opportunity to enjoy, especially museums, plays, and the
zoo. Outdoor activities, similar to those provided by Boy and Girl Scouts, give
youths a chance to participate in camping and related outdoor activities.

The third category, residential services, includes activities that assist
community residents in residential life. Five dimensions are analyzed in this
category. The first dimension, providing transitional services, examines the
availability of services to assist community members with housing issues. For
example, when residents need to move to a new location, CDCs might provide
transitional services to make the change smoother. These transitional services include
location services, counseling, case management, homeless shelters, battered women
shelters, and AIDS hospice. By providing these services, CDCs ensure community
residents a resource at times of emergency.

The second dimension of providing residential activities is entertainment.
Often in these communities, community theater and movie theaters have moved to the
suburbs; therefore, to enjoy these activities community residents have to leave their
community, which presents a transportation problem. Sporting activities (baseball,
basketball, tennis, etc.) and art programs (arts and crafts, theater, dance, or quilting)
are indicators of entertainment.

The third dimension—providing emergency services—is an attempt to
provide services at critical times in a resident’s life. The indicators of these services

are food pantries, homeless shelters, and soup kitchens. While not all community
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residents need these services, in these communities residents often experience times
when these services are needed for survival.

The fourth dimension, providing assisted care, is essential to an elderly
population, but also to a very young population with constant needs. Several
indicators are used to measure assisted care: daycare, elderly care, mental health
assistance, and home care. With an effort to move welfare mothers to employment
roles, daycare facilities in these areas are essential. Having a safe and affordable
facility to leave children while mothers work is very important. Likewise, providing
care for elderly residents that live at home would enable some of these residents to
stay in their homes longer. Also, if elderly daycare is available, it provides relief to
family members responsible for their care.

The fifth dimension, providing social events, is important to the development
of psychological attachment to the community. People tend to remember fun events,
and people are drawn into discussion of their community through social events.
Indicators include Christmas dinners, Valentine's Day/Halloween events, summer
picnics, and Easter egg hunts.

The fourth category of CSD is physical and mental health services. Both
elderly and youth populations require these services. Three dimensions—sponsoring
health programs, providing public safety programs, and providing mental health
services—are measures of this category. Sponsoring health programs has five
indicators: health fairs, diabetes and blood pressure checks, health facilities,
substance abuse programs, and physical health programs (exercise programs). These

services lead to improved health for community residents, especially for communities

112



that traditionally utilize emergency care, thereby limiting the need for community
residents to use the emergency room for primary care. Providing health services
assists people to obtain and maintain employment.

The second dimension, providing public safety programs, is vital to these
communities, because they generally exhibit high crime statistics, properties in
disrepair and violation of fire and code violations. Since housing development is a
CED activity performed by CDCs, I would argue that maintaining safe living quarters
is crucial to attracting new residents and maintaining stable populations. Otherwise,
the population could be highly mobile, as it is in some communities. Indicators for
public safety programs are crime prevention, Porch Light, weed and grass mowing,
fire inspections, and code enforcement.

The third dimension is providing mental health services. With the de-
institutionalization of mental health patients in recent years, a number of CDC
communities have been left with the responsibility of caring for these patients. I
would argue that CDCs must address this growing problem by continuing efforts to
de-institutionalize mental health patients. Again, CDCs should either provide these
services themselves or work with other social service agencies that provide these
services. Three indicators—counseling, housing, and case management—are used to
measure this dimension. While de-institutionalization is the primary force, recent
studies of distressed communities reveal high depression rates, suicide rates, and
homicide rates, which might reflect mental health problems.

The final category is social services linkages. Having linkages with social

services agencies both within the community and outside it is essential to the
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provision of these services. While funders now call for more service provision by
CDCs, the implementation of community social development might not be possible
without linkages to other agencies. Weak or small CDCs might be unable to provide
these services, but they could be able to route their community residents to the proper
agency. Two dimensions are used to measure this category. The first dimension,
referring residents to services, supposes that CDCs can inform community residents
of where to go for assistance. Knowledge of the services provided by Goodwill,
Salvation Army, welfare agencies, health agencies/clinics, and United Way agencies
could assist residents in accessing needed services. The second dimension, working
with social services, is a measure of steps taken beyond simple referral. By working
closely with these agencies, CDCs can speed the process of social services for
community residents. Two indicators are examples of working with social service
agencies. The first indicator, coalition committee, is an opportunity for service
providers to communicate with each other about services that they have or new
services that might be needed in the area. The second indicator, self-sufficiency
programs, brings these agencies together in a program that facilitates the transition
from welfare to work. A growing number of scholars have recognized that building
new houses does not necessarily change the community; some CDCs might well
refocus their efforts from other sorts of community development to self-sufficiency
programs.

Table 7 summarizes the categories, dimensions, and indicators for Community

Social Development.

114



TABLE 7. Community Social Development Activities

Category
Education services
(ESVCS)

Youth and teen services

(YTSVCS)

Residential services
(RSSVCS)

Physical and mental
health services
(HMHSVCS)

Dimension
Providing learning
opportunities

Recreation activities

Transitional services

Providing residential
activities

Providing emergency
services

Assisted care

Social events

Sponsoring health
programs

Indicators

pre-school
tutoring
GED
College prep

sports

arts

field trips
outdoor/camping

location services
counseling

case management
homeless shelter
battered women'’s shelter
AIDS hospice

sports
arts (arts and crafts,
theater, dance, or quilting)

food pantry
shelters
soup kitchens

daycare

elderly care

mental health assistance
home care

Christmas dinner
Valentine’s
Day/Halloween activities
Picnics

Easter egg hunts

health fairs
diabetes/blood pressure
checks

health facilities

substance abuse programs
exercise programs
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TABLE 7. (continued)

Social service linkages
(SSL)

Public safety programs

Providing mental health
services

Referring residents to
services

Working with social
service agencies

Journey Forward

crime prevention

porch light

weed and grass mowing
fire inspections

code enforcement

counseling
housing
case management

social services (e.g.,
Goodwill)

coalition committee
self-sufficiency program

This chapter discussed methods and measures used to analyze Indianapolis

CDCs. The SCPE framework will be used to describe community and organization

structures, as well as community development activities of the CDCs. Chapter Five

takes the data that emerge from these case studies and conducts cross-case analysis,

searching for patterns of relationships, and tests hypotheses linking community and

organization structures to CDC activities. First, let’s journey to Chapter Four to see

how descriptive case study yields interesting data for analysis.
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4. COMMUNITY POLITICAL ECONOMY:
STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES

“Here in subcity, life is hard” (Tracy Chapman, 1989).

CDC:s in Indianapolis: 1970s-1990s

In 1987 the community development corporation movement in Indiana went
through three stages: housing development, commercial development, and housing
development (Vidal, 1992). The first three community development corporations in
the city recognized the need to focus on housing development, thereby improving the
housing stock within the geographic community. The second stage moved the focus
from community/housing development to commercial development. Following the
“trickle down” economic philosophy, the emphasis was on developing commercial
projects that uitimately would leave the community. The third stage of community
development in Indianapolis marks a return to housing development efforts.
However, emerging in Indianapolis is synergy between housing development and
community economic development, harkening back to Booker T. Washington’s call
for economic self help.

Prior to ECI’s incorporation, Lugar’s mayoral administration and the
city/county councilors passed the Paterson Amendment, which forestalled funding of
CDC:s if federal funds were not forthcoming. In the 1970s, Lugar, using the Chief
Executive Review and Comment, disapproved funneling a portion of federal funds to

ECI. However, in reaction to residential protest, Lugar ultimately released the funds.
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Former mayor Hudnut’s Housing Taskforce (1987) also suggested that community
development corporations would address the problem of 30,000 substandard housing
units in the inner city.

Although community development corporations have existed in Indianapolis
since 1976, beginning with the incorporation of Eastside Community Investment, Inc.
(ECI); the Housing Taskforce marked one of the first instances of mayoral
recognition of CDCs’ potential to address the housing needs of Indianapolis’s inner-
city residents. The Taskforce also initiated the development of Indianapolis
Neighborhood Housing Partnership (INHP), a local nonprofit financial intermediary
focusing on affordable housing financing (targeting low- to moderate-income
residents). According to Paul Grogan, president of the New York-based Local
Initiative Support Corporation (LISC), Stephen Goldsmith and the mayors of
Philadelphia, Cleveland, Seattle, and Milwaukee perceived the “CDCs as a way to
keep a check on their own bureaucracies, even as a way of governing differently, and
bypassing the bureaucracy” (Holmstrom, 1994, p. 14).

Paul Grogan states that “in Indianapolis the housing and community
development programs are run by a committee consisting of a LISC director, the
city’s development director, and the head of the INHP. The Mayor is saying this is
how I want to govern” (Holmstrom, 1994, 14). We see this manifested in the city’s
increasing reliance on community development corporations to implement housing
programs, but these corporations also are used to develop large redevelopment zones

throughout several CDC communities.
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Recently, the city of Indianapolis and INHP have encouraged the formation of
a committee that would lead to the incorporation of a CDC in the Forest Manor
community, the location of a new Cub Foods store. Thus, by following a popular
trend, the city of Indianapolis has jumped on the bandwagon of community
development corporations, viewing them as a place-based strategy to address housing

and redevelopment of subareas in the city.

Mini-Case Studies of CDC Communities and Organizations

This chapter analyzes CDC communities and organizational structures and
processes in Indianapolis, using mini-case studies to describe each of 13 communities
and organizations, using the organizing framework of political economy presented in
Chapter Two. Within this framework, each case study provides an in-depth
descriptive analysis of the community structure and the organization structure.
Community structures and processes refer to the context in which community
development corporations operate, thereby illustrating the need for these
organizations. Organizational structures and processes describe the internal structure
and operations of these organizations.

The chapter is divided into 13 mini-case studies. Each mini-case study of
community is divided into two sections. The first section, the community, is divided
into four subsections: (1) community socio-psycho demographics, (2) community
economic structures and processes, (3) community political structures and processes,
and (4) community organizations. The second section, the community development

corporation, is divided into four subsections: (1) community organizational design
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and change, (2) community organizational socio-demographic characteristics of
board of directors and administrative staff, (3) community organizational political
control structures and process, and (4) community organizational economic
structures and processes. Using these mini-cases, [ am able to infer why certain
organizations focus on democratic processes, others focus on economic processes,
and others attempt to balance the two in a manner that involves people in the process

while maintaining privatism in development.

Business Opportunity Systems
Community Development Corporation (BOS CDC) (Site 9)

The Midtown (Black Broadway) Community

Home of Madame Walker Theater and Crispus Attucks High School, both
historical black institutions, BOS is located south of UNAD and NNDC communities,
east of WCDC community, and west of RARP communities and bounded on the west
by Central Canal, east of White River, south of 16th Street, and north of Indiana
Avenue. This area is “located on the western and northwestern edges of the city,
home to the segregated African-American community, ended in the malaria lowlands
around Fall Creek and White River”’ (Bodenhamer, 1992, p. 5).

The BOS CDC community once was known as Black Broadway, a thriving
middle class African-American community noted for jazz clubs and its social and
economic centers along Indiana Avenue (Downtown Development and NUVO). In
addition, one of the oldest neighborhoods in the City, Ransom Place, named for a

popular African-American physician, is located here. Across Indiana Avenue is the
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campus of Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI), a park and
monument for veterans of foreign wars, and the Indiana University Medical School.
Located nearby are the Indiana Government Center, Indianapolis Central Business
District, 64-year old Bush Stadium and Central Canal Project. Some of the oldest
historic houses in Indianapolis are situated here (Stokes, March 11, 1993, p. C3).
Also located in this area are the Indiana Housing Authority and the Indianapoiis

Police Horse Barn.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

From 1875 to 1890, the population shifted from white Americans to African-
Americans. By the 1960s, it was almost exclusively African-Americans. Between
1960 and 1970, with the construction of interstate highway system and [UPUI, the
area lost most of its population. In 1990, the population living within the BOS
boundaries was 346—and over 90% African-American. Age distribution for BOS
suggests an aging population, with 36% of the population 65 years old or older.
These populations, made up of the very old and very young (27% are under 18),
suggest a need for social programs to address their needs, along with those of the 61%

living below the poverty level in 1989.

Community Economic Structures and Processes
Housing development in this area is competitive. In addition to BOS, area
businesses include the Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana Housing, Inc., and

FLIP (Fund for Landmark Indianapolis Properties)}—created to buy and renovate
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properties with interest-free loans from the NBD [National Bank of Detroit]
Neighborhood Revitalization Corporation. All renovations are done by the
Foundation development corporation, Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indiana
Housing, Inc.’s Fund for Landmark Indianapolis Properties (Key, 1994, pp. H1, H9).

On the northwest corner of the BOS area is a light industrial/commercial
district which includes Lincoln Institute, a Community Action Agency facility, the
Indianapolis Water Company, and small businesses. Lockfield Gardens, an
apartment complex, also is located here. At the intersection of Indiana Avenue and
10th Streets is another retail commercial district, and includes a grocery store that has
been converted to a conference center (leaving the nearest store one mile away), and a
mortuary.

BOS CDC has interests in several buildings, including Walker Theater, a
medical complex, 500 Place, Stewart Center, and other commercial properties. One
outcome of redevelopment efforts on the eastside of West Street is the Mansur
Development apartment complex, a market-rate rental property.

In the mid-1970s, redevelopment began with the takeover of Lockfield
Gardens by IUPUI. Recently, the BOS CDC, with the assistance of a local developer,
began redevelopment of deteriorating commercial buildings, including the 500 Place,
Medical Complex, the Canal Apartments, Historic Landmark’s Headquarters and the

philanthropy building.
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Community Political Structures and Processes

The official political representative of BOS is the city county councilor of
District #16, a Democrat. BOS is located in Center Township; at the city level, BOS
is served by the Center Township administrator in the Department of Metropolitan
Development. BOS, along with other CDC communities, is in the IPD West District
service area.

The umbrella neighborhood organization in the BOS community, Midtown
Economic Development Industrial Corporation (MEDIC), was organized in the late
1960s to address the community’s deteriorating condition. MEDIC serves as a
conduit of information for BOS CDC, Madame Walker Theater, and the city. City
officials, usually from the Center Township Administrator’s office, and police
provide information and facilitate discussion of upcoming projects that affect the
neighborhood.

MEDIC s structure consists of an executive committee, and resident
membership from communities of Ransom Place, Flanner House, and an elderly
complex. The executive committee is comprised of a president, vice president,
secretary, and treasurer. The office of the president represents the community on the
BOS board and the Madame Walker board. Membership is open to all residents
within the area; however, voting privileges are given only to dues paying residents.
Representatives from Walker Theater and BOS CDC liaise between their respective
organizations.

A second neighborhood group in the BOS area, Upper Canal Neighborhood

Association (UCNA) was formed in reaction to the reconstruction of the Central
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Canal area. UCNA members are residents who live east of West Street. After
redevelopment, a portion of this area was renamed Fayette Street Historic
Neighborhood.

The election of the executive committee is essentially a self-selection process.
Although there is a formal process to solicit officers by a nomination committee, that
selection is based on volunteering or nomination. After nomination, the committee
makes its recommendation and all members vote to accept or reject nomination.
Formal campaigning outside of the organization is not done; as stated above,
membership in the organization is required to vote. Like the voting process, the

decision-making process is informal discussion with a majority rule by voice vote.

Community Organizations

Social Services are provided by Flanner House located in United Northwest
Area, but churches—including Bethel AME and Mount Olive Missionary Baptist—
also provide some social programs. Although the BOS neighborhood was once a
middle-class African-American community, presently the population is aging and

poorer.

The Community Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

Organized in 1982, BOS CDC is located in Walker Plaza, a commercial

development on Indiana Avenue. BOS CDC, originally named Business Opportunity
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Systems, Incorporated, was designed to address economic development (McClain,
1993, p. D1; BOSCDC, 1991). It was “an outgrowth of the creative efforts of
Madame Walker Urban Life Center, Inc. (MWULC); Midtown Economic
Development and Industrial Corporation (MEDIC); and Flanner House of
Indianapolis™ (BOS, 1988; Interview, October 25, 1995; McClain, 1993, p. D1;
BOSCDC, 1991, p. 1). Initial board members included such business and community
leaders as Thomas W. Binford (ex-president of Indiana National Bank), Amos Brown,
(local radio personality), and Bettye Jones-Olds of American United Life [nsurance.
Other board members have included State Representative William Crawford, Dr.
Joseph T. Taylor, and Payton Wells (a local automobile dealer).

From its inception, this organization emphasized “addressing the urgent needs
of the African-American Midtown community. The responsibility to ensuring the
continuation and positive progression of the Midtown community from an African-
American perspective serves as a mandate for the mission and goals of BOS” (BOS,
1988; BOS CDC, 1991). Recent board members corroborate this mission, stating that
the organization was designed to address employment and skill development issues in
the minority population (Interview, October 25, 1995; Meeting, November 18, 1994).

Like other organizations, BOS CDC has both Articles of Incorporation and
bylaws. Articles of Incorporation fulfill the requirements of the Indiana Not-for-
Profit Corporation Act of 1971. According to the Articles of Incorporation, the
purpose of BOS was to “further the charitable and educational goals of Flanner House

of Indianapolis and Midtown Economic Development and Industrial Corporation”
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(BOS CDC, 1982). Section 2 of the Articles of Incorporation lays out the specific
goals of the organization:

1) to develop, promote and engage in economic development and job
development activities benefitting minorities and low-income persons;

2) to develop employment and apprentice programs for minorities and
low-income persons and;

3) to engage in economic, housing, and commercial development
activities in appropriate geographical areas.
Although BOS changed its name in 1991 and amended its bylaws, the overall goals
remain the same—*"to turn it [BOS CDC area] around and make it a better place for
people to live and work” (McClain, 1993, p. D1).

Community political structures of BOS CDC are its constitution configuration,
decision-making structure or community control board, and electoral structure. The
first structure, the Articles of Incorporation, describe the organization’s structure, its
officers, and its management. For formal recognition, Articles of Incorporation must
be filed with the state. BOS CDC’s Atrticles of Incorporation are similar to those of
other CDCs. Article XII, Section 4 sets out the rules, procedures, and reorganization
policies. The BOS CDC'’s authority is described in Article III, Sections 1-10, which
define the corporation’s latitude to purchase, own, lease, and sell land and mortgages;
Section 12 limits its power to create propaganda, campaign or influence legislation

(BOS CDC, 1982).
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Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The community representation structure consists of the Board of Directors.
Originally, the board of directors consisted of seven members divided into three
classes: neighborhood organization, civic/social organization, and social services
organizations. Later, the board had eleven members, distributed as follows: MEDIC
(4 members), Madame Walker (4 members), and Flanner House (3 members). This
change meant civic/social and social services organizations had a greater voice. In
1991, board membership expanded from eleven to thirteen, with the addition of a new
class of directors, members of the community at large and the new, Board of Trustees,
which advises the organization. The board of directors now has five members known
as Lifetime Directors (BOS CDC, 1991; interview October 25, 1995a).

Most of the members of the board are white-American. The board
chairperson, formerly a white suburban woman, is (as of this writing) a white male.
The chair is responsible for presiding over the meeting and (along with the other
board members) the voting on issues and appointing of positions. Each board
member is given one vote per issue; votes can be cast either in person or by written
proxy. When needed, an executive committee “of the chairman and one or more
other directors™ assists the president with the day-to-day decisions of the organization.
Board members must be nominated by one of three organizations: MEDIC, Madame
Walker Urban Life Center, and BOS CDC. The term of office is three years. Each
year, one third of the positions come up for election. Once elected, a board member

can serve an unlimited number of terms (BOS CDC, 1982).
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The only committee specified in the constitution is the executive committee;
however, BOS CDC has added other committees in response to changing needs. The
functional (structured) committees are personnel, finance and audit, and
neighborhood relations (Interview, October 25, 1995). The neighborhood relations
committee reflects BOS CDC’s attempt to improve community outreach and
communication. To improve communication, BOS CDC distributes a newsletter, and
has a liaison who presents BOS CDC information at neighborhood meetings
(Interview, October 25, 1995; meeting, November 18, 1994). However, regular and
annual meetings are closed to the public.

BOS CDC has a number of public partnerships with neighborhood
organizations, the city government, and other nonprofit organizations. These
alliances, such as the Canal Coalition, are developed around issues such as the Canal
Project. BOS CDC, along with the Historic Landmark, worked with the city to
relocate and create Fayette Street Historic District. However, BOS CDC does have
conflict with this organization over community homes purchased and not renovated
within a reasonable amount of time (Meeting, November 18, 1995).

Development projects by BOS CDC require neighborhood involvement and
support letters, in contrast to projects by to private developers, who do not need only
concern: themselves with zoning (Interview, October 25, 1995). The Department of
Metropolitan Development (DMD) can be troublesome for two reasons: the process
of application and the constant turnover of staff (Interview, October 25, 1995;

meeting, November 18, 1995).
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Operating Structures and Processes

BOS CDC has a flat administrative structure with the following positions:
president, vice president, program manager/accountant, construction manager, and
executive assistant (or secretary/office manager). The leadership structure consists of
the president and vice president, who are responsible for various aspects of the
orgaunization: the president is the administrative executive, and the vice president is
the fund development/marketing and public relations person. The majority of the
staff is African-American: both the president and the vice president are African-
American women, however, they are non-residents.

BOS CDC has been instrumental in the development of certain commercial
and residential properties, beginning with the 1982 Revitalization Plan. The BOS
was “entrusted to initiate, facilitate and assist the development and implementation of
an ongoing Comprehensive Neighborhood Revitalization Plan which emphasis the
provision affordable housing” (McClain, 1993, p. D1).

In 1991, the residential development process was in the predevelopment stage:
building a cooperative, implementing a plan of total rehabilitation, and selecting
prospective buyers (BOS CDC, 1991, p. 3). The plan proposed approximately 30
new housing units, including a triplex on Camp Street (BOS CDC, 1991, p. 3).

The newest redevelopment program is the Paca Street program, an infill
housing project of approximately 24 houses in 6 square blocks; the area is listed in
National Registry of Historic Places (Smith, August 20, 1995, p. H2). This project, a
joint partnership between BOS CDC, Timber Park Development Corporation, and

Borel Construction, is expected to yield approximately 30 units of market-rate
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housing for young professional couples and continue the Canal development program
(Smith, August 20, 1995, p. H2).

Perhaps the most important reconstruction has been Walker Plaza, a three-
story office building, which houses the organization itself (Interview, October 25,
1995a). This construction, by a for-profit developer in conjunction with Browning
Investments, Inc., assisted in the revitalization of Indiana Avenue. Located on the
Canal, 500 Place was completed in 1992; it was seen as another step toward
revitalization of the Midtown area and recognition of the “black-owned and operated
businesses in the 500 Block of ‘The Avenue’” (McClain, 1993, p. D1; BOS CDC,
1991, pp. 1-2). This project set up an agreement between three entities who shared
the profits from its operation, giving the umbrella organization an income stream.
Along with these two projects, BOS has been associated with the development of
Walker Theatre, Goodwin Plaza (elderly complex), public housing projects for the
elderly, and Lockfield Gardens (BOS CDC, 1988).

The Stewart Center revitalization project is the cornerstone of the Canal
revitalization. The project was to begin with facade restoration of two historic
buildings on Indiana Avenue, west of the canal.

As is true of other CDCs, the bulk of BOS CDC comes from project-based
funding. Other funding sources include annual campaigns and for-profit development.
There have been discussions on reducing dependence on federal funds and

developing a membership class to raise funds (Interview, October 25, 1995).
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Concord Community Development Corporation (CCDC) (Site 12)

The Concord Community

Started around 1830, and situated south of Central Business District, this is
one of the oldest subcommunities in the city (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 286). Its
boundaries are Washington Street from Pennsylvania Avenue to the White River in
the north; White River from Washington to Hanna Avenue in the west; Hanna
Avenue from the White River to Interstate 65 in the south; and Interstate 65 from
Hanna Avenue to Raymond Street and Madison/Pennsylvania from Raymond Street
to Washington Street in the east (Bylaws of Concord Community Development
Corporation). Located in the CCDC community are the RCA Dome and convention
center, Union Railroad Station, Indianapolis Power and Light plant, and the main
office of the US Postal Service. Adjacent to this area is the Lilly Corporate Center,
the largest employer in the city. CCDC community is located part of the Regional

Center Plan for 1990-2010.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

Basically, Morris Street splits this community along racial lines. The majority
of the population north of Morris Street is African-American; south of Morris Street,
it is Caucasian. 41% of the community either is under 18 years of age or is 65 years
or older—people who might need some type of assistance from relatives, social

services, or the government. However, 60% of the population has at least a high
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school or some college education. Another indicator of the need in this population is

the number of female-headed households living below the poverty level.

Community Economic Structures and Processes

Economic structures and processes in the CCDC community have been of
death and revival. In the past, the CCDC area was known for its mixed land use and
the intermingling of residential, commercial and industrial sites. On the northern
boundaries (south of the RCA Dome) are the remains of a vibrant economic base of
mills, warehouses, and meat packing plants; however, most of these economic entities
are no longer viable. In the back of the stadium are vacant parking lots, representing
the demise of an industrial past. Still operating on South Street is the Union Station,
which provides train transportation to Chicago. Recently, a Comfort Inn on Capitol
and Merrill was built; this is probably a continuation of the encroachment of hotel and
convention complex. The area is open for future development: Rehab Resource—a
recycle warehouse for building materials—is located there. Interestingly, Rehab
Resource is owned and operated by an African-American community activist. In the
Meridian Corridor, the community commercial district, are two restaurants: Shapiro’s
(a successful Jewish delicatessen), and a Greek restaurant. Otherwise, the Meridian
Street Corridor has been destroyed illustrated by the empty Bank One building at the
corner of Meridian and Morris Streets. At the west end of Morris Street Corridor
there are very few retail or commercial entities other than Emerich Furniture Store, at

the corner of Morris Street and Missouri.
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Although the community has experienced a decline in industry, the
unemployment rate is below that of Marion County or Center Township.

Another economic indicator of this community is the relationship between
owner-occupied and renter-occupied housing. While the percentage of owner-
occupied housing units is relatively high, that percentage is low for maintaining a
strong community base. In recent years, the community development corporation and
Habitat for Humanity have teamed together to build housing in the Babe Denny area,
which had not seen new housing in 46 years (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 286).
Accordingly, Habitat and the CDC have been on an aggressive new home building
campaign. Since the development of a CDC, several houses have been renovated

south of Morris Street.

Community Political Structures and Processes

This community, located in Center Township with a tiny portion in Perry
Township, is served by a Democrat city county councilor whose district is number 21.
The Center Township administrator is the liaison between the neighborhood and the
city. The IPD district that encompasses this area is the South District.

Before Goldsmith was elected, the Concord area did not have a strong
neighborhood governance structure. Outside of the Babe Denny area, which
continues to confront the city over industrial encroachment, this area did not have a
recognizable umbrella organization or neighborhood association. In fact, the only
umbrella organization is the community board of Concord Community Center.

Presently, there are approximately five neighborhood associations: Babe Denny,
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Garfield Neighbors, Near Southside Neighborhood Association (organized July 21,
1991), Perry Township Resident Association, and South Village (organized January,
1993) (Stokes, April 1, 1993, p. B3; Stokes, July 31, 1993, p. D2). After Goldsmith
was elected, two neighborhood associations were established: Near Southside and
South Village. South Village was represented by a city official’s spouse (Stokes, July

31, 1993, p. D2).

Community Organizations

To address community needs and concerns, the Concord Community Center
(developed during the Jewish migration to this area) links social services to the
population. As an anchor to this community, the Concord Community Center is
governed by community residents. The array of services provided by this agency,
associated with Community Centers of Indianapolis, includes emergency services
(food pantry), counseling, guidance in job seeking, sports, HIV/AIDS outreach, youth
services (before- and after-school programs, recreation activities, and summer day
camp), senior services, hot lunch programs, energy assistance, literacy tutoring, and
community policing facilities. The Southside Youth Council also provides youth
services.

The Community Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

Concord Community Development Corporation was incorporated February 11,

1993, after a year-long planning process. With the help of the Concord Center, Eli
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Lilly, and Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership, CCDC started addressing
the issues of a blighted community (Francis, October 27, 1994; interview, November
1, 1995a). As a young community development corporation, CCDC has worked in
conjunction with Habitat for Humanity and the Eli Lilly Corporation to develop new
housing in the Babe Denny neighborhood.

Like other community development corporations, CCDC is incorporated in
the state of Indiana and has a set of bylaws that establish guidelines to govern the
corporation. The mission of CCDC is to “build homes, community and hope™ and “to
improve housing and economic conditions” (CCDC, 1993). To accomplish its
mission, CCDC set forth the following goals: to develop affordable, quality housing
through new construction and rehabilitation of existing housing (for further
discussion, see CCDC, 1993). Like other organizations, CCDC has developed

personnel policies, a procedures manual and a strategic plan.

Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The structure of this community development corporation is flat, composed of
a Board of Directors, an executive director, and a small staff. The board of directors
is responsible for setting organizational policy and procedures. The executive
committee’s authority extends to the “ordinary business affairs of the Corporation”
(CCDC Bylaws). These duties include appointment of directors, calling of meetings,
giving guarantees, and approval of certain business transactions (CCDC Bylaws).
The other decision-making substructure is the nominating committee, which submits

a list of candidates for board positions.
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The CCDC Board of directors is authorized to form an executive committee,
which has direct oversight of the organization. The executive committee consists of a
president, vice president, secretary, treasurer, and other members as necessary.
Adding additional members to the executive committee allows more breadth and
depth in the leadership structure. Members of the executive committee are elected
annually.

The original board of directors came from the original group members who
worked to establish the corporation. The original size of the board was 17 members,
of which most were either community residents or community businesses. The
structure of the board membership can be divided into three classes: community
residents, business and nonprofit entities, and associates. Members of the Board are
given voting rights in regular meetings, and are required to pay dues for participating.
A board member is expected to be present at all meetings. Missing three consecutive
meetings can result in dismissal from the board.

CCDC Bylaws specifically outline the distribution of community
representation in a three-class system. According to the bylaws, the three classes are
community residents (10 members), nonprofits (4 members), nonprofit businesses (4
members), and associates (or professionals; 4 members). Both the community
resident and the business and nonprofit classes are directly tied to the community.
The community resident either owns property in or lives in the community. Business
and nonprofit classes must work or earn income in the CCDC community. In contrast,
those in the associate (professional) class are required to bring some skills to the

organization or express the desire to assist the organization. An example of an

136



associate class would be an accountant or someone from the Lilly Corporation. All
board members are elected to two-year terms; the number of terms is unlimited. The
overwhelming majority of the board is White-American; women are well represented.

CCDC has instituted a committee structure that addresses functional
responsibility. These include nominating, finance, personnel, communication, and
project committees. Recently, the organization formed a zoning committee made up
of community residents. The nominating committee is a committee of five members
who are not eligible for reelection during their tenure on this committee. The
communication committee is responsible for the publication of the organization’s
newsletter. In order to meet and vote, these committees require a quorum or majority.

Three types of meetings are specified by the bylaws of this organization. Each
type of meeting has set a guideline for taking place. Annual meeting requires a
quorum of only 25% of the board members. Special meetings also require 25% of the
board members to participate. On the other hand, regular board meetings require
50% board members to attend. Regular board meetings are open to the public;
nevertheless, these meetings are held in the early afternoon, when most workers are
still working. Annual meetings are held in the evening.

Since this is a new organization, it requires partnership relationships to get
things done. With Lilly Industries in its community, CCDC has high visibility among
city officials. The other organization that lends visibility to CCDC is Habitat for
Humanity. This international organization commands a degree of authority and
recognition that enabled the organization to have several early successes. CCDC

often collaborates with government agencies. For example, the city of Indianapolis
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was instrumental in getting the necessary building permits to build two homes in the
Babe Denny neighborhood. CCDC is a member of the Indianapolis Coalition of

Neighborhood Developers (ICND) which operates as an interest group for the CDCs.

Operating Structures and Processes

The administrative structure of this organization consists primarily of an
executive director and one staff person. Otherwise, the organization is operated by
volunteers. Since this is a new organization, there has been only one CDC director.

The executive director is responsible for day-to-day operations, as well as for
reporting and advising the board on projects, personnel, changing requirements of the
city, foundations, and any partner groups of the organization. With the assistance of
the Board of Directors and the various committees, the organization has begun to add
staff. Previous experience at both the city and ECI has helped the director to more
forward on development projects.

The initial focus of the organization is housing—both new and refurbished.
On the Babe Denny side of Morris Street, the focus has been new construction. Two
Habitat for Humanity homes were finished in 1993. In the following year, CCDC and
its partners completed two more houses for low-income families. This represented a
successful beginning for a young organization. Along with these accomplishments,
the CDC has been doing renovation and rehabilitation looking to sell properties to
new homeowners.

One of two new CCDC initiatives was a training program, in conjunction with

the Carpenter’s Union and another CDC. This program would provide skill training
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that could be parlayed into well-paying jobs for the participants. CCDC'’s initiative
represents both community economic development and community social
development. The second initiative was tc build a coalition with two other southern
CDCs—SEND and WIDC—to do equity projects within these communities, like the
Equity VI projects, in which ECI and six other CDCs were participants.

Like other community development corporations, CCDC recetves funds from
a number of sources. This organization receives much of its operating budget from
INHP. Eli Lilly has donated both money and volunteer labor for certain projects.

Other funds have come from public contributions and federal and state grants.

Eastside Community Investment (ECI) (Site 8)

The Highland Brookside Community

The ECI was once the home of one of the largest employers in Indianapolis,
the Thomson Electronic RCA manufacturing factory. The community is bounded on
the east by I-65, on the west by Sherman Drive, on the north by Massachusetts
Avenue (or [-70), and on the South by Washington Avenue and the Penn Central
railroad tracks. There is a boundary dispute with Martindale-Brightwood: both areas
claim an area between Massachusetts Avenue (or the Conrail tracks) and I-70. A
similar dispute exists between ECI and SEND, concerning the area south of
Washington Avenue, extending to the Penn Central railroad tracks. The area includes
Pogue’s Run (a stream named for George Pogue, the area’s first resident), Arsenal

Technical High School (the third-largest high school in Indianapolis), and the Indiana
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Women'’s Prison (Bodenhamer, 1994, pp. 680, 730). This stream also is connected to
the Monon Trail—a major parkway that extends north to the Geist Reservoir.

In 1830, land was purchased for residential and business development, thus
making it one of the earliest suburban developments in Indianapolis (Bodenhamer,
1994, p. 680). The community encompasses three historic neighborhoods: Cottage
Home, Holy Cross-Westminster, and Woodruff Place. Named for the modest frame
homes during the 1980s and 1990s, Cottage Home saw its average property values
soar from $5,000 to $75,000. However, a pending flood plain classification could
prevent continued restoration to this neighborhood without significant changes.
While workers’ homes have become popular in Cottage Home, Holy Cross-
Westminster has seen its properties converted from owner-occupied to rental
properties—a matter of growing concern to the current residents (Bodenhamer, 1994,
p. 703). Woodruff Place, platted in 1872 and annexed in 1876, began experiencing
renovation during the 1970s, leading to its placement on the National Register of

Historic Places (Bodenhamer 1994, pp. 1452-1453; Teaford, 1979).

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

The area’s population of 23,952 is made up of 17% African-Americans; 30%
of the population is living below the poverty level (the city average is 11%). 41%
could be classified as dependent population (under age 18, or 65 and older), 43% do
not have a high school education, and the number of female-headed households living
below the poverty level is 10%. Over 81% of the population is on some type of

transfer payment, either Social Security or public assistance.
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Community Economic Structures and Processes

Once a working-class, industrial community, this area has seen the movement
of businesses to the suburbs over the last 20 years. Thomson Electronics moved its
(formerly east side) headquarters north of I-465. Thomson Electronic has slowly
withdrawn divisions other than plastics from the Sherman Street plant; as of 1994, a
large portion of the plant was up for sale. The west side of the ECI community has
seen the destruction by fire of Home Lumber and Supply, a major presence in the area
for more than 50 years (O’Neal, September 15, 1994, p. E1).

Along Michigan Avenue is a commercial hub, with a grocery store and other
small shops. Along Washington Avenue are several small shops and gas stations.
There is a well-known Mexican restaurant in the area. A new industrial park which
houses the cable company, a rental properties office building, and a McDonald’s, all
of which ECI was instrumental in developing. In ECI, the unemployment rate is
11%—4% above the city average.

Over 80% of ECI community housing stock is over 50 years old, suggesting
that a large number of older housing units are in need of repair, restoration, and
renovation (or demolition). Throughout the community, apartment complexes have
been renovated or constructed. The home ownership rate in Marion County is 57%—
considerably higher than the 38% in ECI. The surprising vacancy rate of 16%

indicates that the ECI community is heavily occupied.
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Community Political Structures and Processes

The community lies in city county councilor district number 15, and is located
in Center Township and the Indianapolis Police District (IPD) East District.

Since the 1970s, ECI has relied on the Near Eastside Community
Organization (NESCO), which has been instrumental in the construction of three
organizations addressing continuing deterioration in the community. As the umbrella
political arm of the community, NESCO encompasses 13 neighborhood organizations
and approximately 14 block clubs. Although NESCO has been instrumental in the
community, it has experienced some leadership problems, and has been

overshadowed by other organizations.

Community Organizations

The Near Eastside Multiservice Center, renamed Bonar Center, has been
responsible for elderly services, youth programs, and substance abuse in ECI. The
area is served by People’s Health Center, the second arm of a three-prong strategy for
social, health, and economic development (Koresh, 1986). Youth services are
provided by Area Youth Ministry and Westminster Presbyterian Church. Some job
training is provided by 70001 of Indianapolis. The Salvation Army’s Harbor Light
and Shepard Community, Inc. also provide community services. Other activities are
undertaken by several neighborhood groups and umbrella organizations. For example,
Woodruff Place has an annual yard sale “to restore and maintain the neighborhood’s

statuary and fountains” (Bodenhamer 1994, pp. 1452-1453). Other activities include
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block parties and community unity festivals. These activities help to unite the

community and build strong ties among the residents.

Eastside Community Investments, Inc. (ECI)

Constitution Structures and Processes

In1976, ECI began a campaign to persuade the city of Indianapolis to use a
new instrument of policy: the city previously had not used community development
corporations for housing or economic development. Housing development was
accomplished primarily through the public housing authorities in city government.
ECT’ began as the result of a planning process by Near Eastside Community
Organization (NESCO). Between 1978 and 1983, ECI was one of approximately 60
Title VII community development corporations provided federal support under the
Community Services Administration. The Community Services Administration
underwrote nearly 95% of ECI’s costs.

ECI’s mission is to “invest in improving the quality of life for our
community” (ECI, n.d.). In 1993, the organization expanded its mission statement to
include the following: “ECI works to build assets and strong community for its
families, individuals, and institutions™ (ECI, n.d.). To accomplish these tasks, the
organization outlined a four-part strategy: investing “in people, buildings, land, and
industry” (ECI, n.d.}—a holistic approach to redeveloping its community.

Historically, ECI has used explicit strategies to include people in its programming.
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While it received Title VII funds from the CSA, ECI supported a staff of 26 with

money from the Comprehensive Employment and Training Administration (CETA).

Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The Board of Directors has 24 members in two classes: resident and appointed
directors. There are 16 resident directors, including 11 low-income persons, which
means that 67% of its members are from the Special Impact Area (ECI, 1993a,
Article IV, Section 3). Appointed board members have significant interests in the
area, especially those employed there (ECI, 1993a, Article IV, Section 3). Each
board member serves for a term of three years (ECI, 1993a, Article [V).

The Board of Directors elects the executive committee, whose officers include
a chair, vice chair, secretary/treasurer, and four other board members. The president
of the organization is a member of the executive committee, but has no voting power.
Specific requirements for the executive committee are spelled out in Article V,
Section 1 of the bylaws. Unlike other CDCs, this organization combined the
responsibilities of the secretary and treasurer into one position, responsible for
financial reporting and taking meeting minutes.

ECI’s dues-paying membership is divided into four classes: Class A (Member
Group), who live, work, worship or have an interest in the community; Class B
(Individual Members), who are selected by the board; Class C (Individual Members),
people with special interests in a particular community project; and Class D
(Individual Members), persons who have made some contribution to the organization.

Class C and D members lack voting privileges. Class A members are able to select
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two members as representatives for the class, but all members in this class have
voting rights (ECI, 1993a, Article II, Section 2).

The nominating committee is responsible for selecting a slate of officers
(1993 Revised ECI Bylaws). On this committee, the five members serve for one-year
periods. This committee is required to submit at least one candidate for each vacant
position. All other committees are appointed by the board of directors as needed.
Other committees include fund development, governance, business development,
housing, financial management, finance, program review task force, and programs
investing in people (Meeting, February 20, 1995).

The organization holds three types of meetings: annual, regular, and special.
The board of directors is elected at the annual meeting (Near Eastside Neighbor, May
1, 1993, p. 6). Monthly meetings are conducted to discuss the continuing operation of
the organization. Special meetings are held when requested by 20% of Class A
members, and require 30 days’ notice (ECI, 1993a, Article III, Section 2). Quorum

constitutes 25% of Class A members (ECI, 1993a, Article III, Section 5).

Operating Structures and Processes

Administratively, the organization is one of the most sophisticated community
development corporations in the city. The staff of 46 is categorized as follows:
administration, lending operations, construction, shelter systems, real estate
development, investing in people, Guerin Place Edu-Care, Caregivers, and
AmeriCorps volunteers. The chief operating officer of the organization is also the

president of the corporation. The president is responsible for advising and reporting
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to the board matters that concern the organization (ECI, 1993a, Article 6, Section 7).
The president performs the management function of the organization: appointment of
committee persons, communication, personnel procedure, and budgeting (ECI,
1993a).

ECI probably has the broadest array of programs and projects. ECI has
developed over 430 units of housing, including the Garan Place and New York
apartments. ECI has been the primary developer of Equity projects, along with MB
CDC, MLK CDC, SEND, UNAWDC, and WCDC. Not only does ECI develop
housing, it also has managed properties through the HCJ Corporation. Seeing a need
for community social development, ECI has begun to develop a program that helps
potential homeowner to save for a down payment. From the beginning, ECI has been
involved in commercial development projects. The Keystone/Rural Industrial Park
has attracted a McDonald’s franchise as well as small businesses. ECI also works
with community residents to build micro-enterprises, urban transportation systems,
and small business training.

Funding for this organization is complex, including federal, state, city, and
grant sources. ECI received $250,000 from Health and Human Services Office of
Community Services, and approximately $800,000 from CDBG. For project
development the organization receive funding from such sources as LISC, INHP’s

INDI program, Federal Home Loan Bank, and the Joyce Foundation.

146



King Park Area Development Corporation (KPADC) (Site 5)

The King Park Community

Named to honor Martin Luther King, the KPADC community is located north
of the Central Business District of Indianapolis, east of Near North, south of
Mapleton-Fall Creek, west of Martindale-Brightwood, and north of the Riley area
(Crawford, et al., 1994, p.46). Once known as Old Broadway, this community is
comprised of five distinct neighborhoods: Herron-Morton Place, New Northside, Old
Northside, Friends and Neighbors, and Reagan Park (Crawford et al., 1994, p. 46).
Two of these communiti'es are historic districts: Herron-Morton Place and Old
Northside. Herron-Morton Place is known as the home of the Indiana University
Herron School of Art and the Booth Tarkington Civic Theater; Old Northside was the
residence of Benjamin Harrison and Governor O’Bannon, and is home to Butler
University, once known as Northwestern Christian University (Bodenhamer, 1994, pp.
669, 1064). Also in this geographic area is Hometown I & II apartments, or “Dodge

City”—which is now known as Unity Park.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

The majority of the population is African-American; 38% are living below the
poverty level and 41% are considered dependent (under 18 or over 65 years of age).
Also, 11% of female-headed households live below the poverty level. The population
is educationally diverse, with 43% “under-educated,” and 38% “highly educated.”

Prominent community issues concern youth, crime, and the liquor stores along

147



College Avenue. To increase the sense of safety in the community, a police mini-
station was placed in the Citizens Multi-service Center (Stokes, September 3, 1992, p.

C3).

Community Economic Structures and Processes

Three-quarters of the housing units are occupied, and 22% are owner-
occupied, indicating a neighborhood in transition and possibly unstable. Three-
quarters of the housing was built before 1950; 13% was built between 1970 and 1990.

Commercial development in the KPADC community has been minimal,
limited to Kroger and O’Malia grocery stores. There is a commercial district along
22" Street and Central Avenue; however, businesses such as hardware stores are
located elsewhere.

Unemployment is at 12%: slightly higher than the overall city unemployment
rate. The Northside Business Coalition has proposed a one-way busing plan to
encourage employable individuals to work at Keystone at the Crossing and other high

employment areas (Interview, October 31, 1995).

Community Political Structure and Processes

The KPADC community is located in Center Township and Democratic City
Council district 22. KPADC lies in the Eastside Police District.

In the mid-1970s, community residents formed Citizens Neighborhood
Coalition (CNC), the umbrella organization of the KPADC community. Under it are

five neighborhoods, which send representatives to the monthly meeting. The
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executive board has the usual composition of president, vice president, secretary, and
treasurer. CNC is primarily the advocacy and mobilization arm of the community
(Interview conducted by Helling & Sinclair, November, 1991). Also part of the
executive structure are the representatives of various neighborhood organizations.
Two other entities address community issues: Choice Learning Center, a community
housing development organization (CHDOQ); and King Park Community
Development Corporation, addressing commercial and residential construction. The
CNC election process is one of self selection, in which a nomination committee

selects a slate of candidates to be confirmed by the organizational memberships.

Community Organizations

The KPADC community receives social services primarily from Citizens
Multiservice Center and the Citizens Health Clinic. Some services are provided by
Community Outreach and Choice Learning Center, which houses Community Action
Program housing and the weatherization division. Citizens Multiservice Center
provides emergency relief, senior activities and meals, counseling and referral. Like
other multiservice centers, it rents spaces out to other agencies, such as state welfare
department, maternal health counseling, housing renovation and construction of
senior citizen apartments, youth services, and GED programs (Interview conducted
by Helling and Sinclair, November 1991). Although CMSC provides these social

services, its catchment area extends to Martindale-Brightwood.
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The Area Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

The first attempt at developing a community develcpment corporation was in
1980 and 1981, however that effort failed (Interviews, October 20, 1995 & November
3, 1995). Formed in 1987 by the Citizens Multiservice Center and Citizens
Neighborhood Coalition (CNC), King Park Area Development Corporation lay
dormant until it was able to obtain INHP funding for staff, equipment, and office
space. It was reorganized in 1992.

The mission of KPADC is to meet the housing and economic development
needs of the neighborhood it serves, and to work on behalf of, and in cooperation
with, the various neighborhoods within the KPADC boundaries to improve housing
and economic opportunities. The organization has five stated objectives:

1. To promote, foster and maintain civil, social educational, and
charitable, activities, endeavors, and objectives for the use and
benefit of human needs.

2. To inform the public and to take advantage of the Community
Development Block Grant process that it authorized by the city
of Indianapolis.

3. To acquire and receive by purpose, donation, or otherwise, any
property, real, personal, or mixed and to hold in trust or
otherwise use, occupy, improve, construct any building thereon.

4. To undertake economic development activities or projects.

5. To own, acquire, operate, develop, repair, improve, conduct
and promote real property improvement (Bylaws).
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Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The board of directors has 15 members; maintaining adequate membership
has been problematic. The executive board is similar to other CDCs in the INHP
communities, and consists of a president, vice president, secretary, and treasurer. An
executive director is required to produce a monthly report, outlining the
accomplishments and challenges of the past month (for a description of the duties of
each position, see KPADC, 1987, Article VI, Section 6-10). All positions are held for
a period of two years.

KPADC bylaws do not explicitly requirement 51% resident participation. The
bylaws state that the organization has one class of membership, broken down into
“four (4) distinct and separate divisions which shall consist principally of residents,
owners of local businesses, or representatives of organizations of the “Special Impact
Area,” or involved in the community’s overall enhancement” (KPADC, 1987, Article
I, Section 2). The four separate characteristics are: general, corporate and business,
sustaining, and any and all persons and /or organizations as designated by the board
of directors (KPADC, 1987). Each group is assessed annual membership dues.

Although there are committees, the committee structure at KPADC is weak
(Interview, October 31, 1995). Originally, the organization’s Bylaws required two
committees: an executive and a nominating committee; however, the bylaws allow for
the creation of other committees as required (KPADC, 1987, Article VII, Section 3).
The committee includes executive, finance/insurance, strategic planning/business, and
Bylaws/nominating structures (KPADC, 1987; meeting agenda, December 21, 1994).

Each committee is responsible for presenting a monthly committee report at board
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meetings (KPADC, 1987; meeting agenda, December 21, 1994). Perhaps the only
committee operating is the Executive Committee, which is responsible for the
policymaking of the organization and oversight of day-to-day operations. The
executive committee is responsible for the annual review of the executive director.
The bylaws/nominating committee is responsible for constitutional changes and
selection of directors (Meeting agenda, December 21, 1994).

The board of directors and executive committee are reflective of the KPADC
community: 69% of the community, and the majority of the board, is African-
American. The board of directors is 51% community residents, and has CHDO status.

The board of directors must hold an annual meeting every June. During the
annual meeting, the board must supply an annual fiscal report, which lays out the
financial operation of the organization over the past year. Also the board must
conduct regular monthly meetings. All meetings have a quorum of one third of its

membership.

Operating Structures and Processes

Administrative functions are the responsibility of the executive director, office
manager, program manager, and, if applicable, the project/construction manager.
Also on the staff are two part-time contractors. The executive director’s
responsibility is to “exercise general and active management of the business,” which
includes advising the board of directors, carrying out the orders of the organization,
attending meetings, and dispatching all responsibilities that do not require the

signatures of other board members (KPADC, 1987, Article VI, Section 7).
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KPADC’s program and project mixture is limited. Other than scattered site
housing and rehabilitation and renovation projects, the organization has not
endeavored to identify projects. Recently, KPADC has participated in the Unity Park
Initiative, assisting other developers with city paperwork. Its funding sources are

similar to those of other CDCs.

Martindale-Brightwood
Community Development Corporation (MB CDC) (Site 7)

The Martindale-Brightwood Community
Platted in 1870 and annexed in 1897, the Martindale-Brightwood community
is bounded by I- 70 to the south, 30th Street to the north, Sherman Drive to the west
and the Conrail tracks to the west. This area is “approximately 2.5 miles northeast of

Monument Circle” (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 352).

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

In 1970, MB CDC community had a population of 18,066, of which 80% was
African-American. By 1980 the population had diminished to 11,413, of which 92%
was African-American. BOS CDC, UNWADC, and MB CDC populations have the
highest percentages of African-Americans. Over 35% of the population are living
below the poverty level and 43% are dependent populations. 46% lack a high school

education.
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In the MB CDC community, 25% of the population are female heads of
households, of which 13% are living below the poverty level. The population on

fixed income represents 60% of the households, with the majority on Social Security.

Community Economic Structures and Processes

Between 1975 and 1984, with the construction of [-70, MB CDC saw a
reduction of housing stock. In the MB CDC community, 80% of the housing is
occupied, and more than 57% is owner-occupied. Many homes in the Brightwood,
Oxford Terrace, and Oak Hill areas were built between 1940 and 1970.

Although the Indianapolis Enterprise Zone office is located in MB CDC, the
unemployment raie is one of the highest—15% less than that of NNDC or UNWADC.

Those employed are in technical, service, and manufacturing jobs.

Community Political Structures and Processes

MB CDC is council districts 10 and 22, both having Democratic
representatives. Its two police districts are the North and East Districts. MB CDC is
part of Center Township.

The political structure of Martindale-Brightwood has its roots in the late
1960s, when it was an advocacy group addressing deteriorating conditions in the
community. The Martindale-Brightwood Coalition consists of three neighborhoods:
Oak Hill, Hillside, and Brightwood. The coalition functions in conjunction with the
Brightwood Neighborhood Association. Recently, the Oxford Terrace community

(Oxford Terrace Neighborhood Association) has begun working with the coalition.
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Community Organizations

Unlike other INHP CDC communities, MB CDC community does not have a
multi-service center to provide social services, relying instead on several multi-
service centers in northern INHP CDC communities for these services. Basically, the
MB CDC community relies on the Citizens Multi Service Center; however, some
community residents rely on either Forest Manor or MLK Multi-Service Centers
(Interview, November 1995). In the Hillside neighborhood, Edna Martin Christian
Center, a nonprofit organization, provides social services. St. Paul United Methodist
Church on State Street serves the Brightwood community. Programs include after-
school and senior programs. In recent years, different churches within the community

have begun to offer social services or community assistance.

The Community Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

Formed in 1992 as one of the INHP (Concord and West Indianapolis) CDCs,
MBCDC struggled to survive (Interview, August 26, 1995). The organization
operated first out of a 25th Street house, then moved to its present location in the
shopping center. A local CED consultant wo'rked with INHP to establish the
organization. The neighborhood associations and EMCC provided some housing, but
not enough to effect significant changes (Interview, October 26, 1995).

Like other CDCs, this organization has been incorporated with the state of

Indiana and has bylaws to legitimize its existence (Interview, October 26, 1995).
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Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The Board of Directors consists of 17 members, representing the community
and corporate world. In racial terms, the board is reflective of the community. The
leadership structure has a president, two vice presidents, a secretary, and a treasurer.
Legal counsel also is part of the board structure. Monthly board meetings take place
in the Edna Martin Christian Center (Interview, November 1995).

There is significant emphasis on resident control (Interview, November 1995).
The voting membership is divided into in three classes: community residents,
business and religious groups, and associate members (MB CDC, 1992, Article II,
Section 1). Nonvoting members must have been residents for six months, attend the
annual meeting, or apply to the Secretary (MB CDC, 1992, Article II, Section 1). The
committee structure includes executive directors and fund raising, development, coin

laundry, personnel, and social committees.

Operating Structures and Processes

The organization has five full-time employees: construction manager, fund
developer/program manager, office manager, and executive director, construction
clerk and bookkeeper.

The organization began with two employees: an executive director and an
office manager. Most of the staff’s training was “on the job” until LISC provided
training associated with housing projects and DTI (Interview, October 26, 1995;

meeting, January 26, 1995).
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MB CDC’s array of programs and projects has been limited. The organization
has done some scattered site projects, and it participated in Equity VII, which
renovated 10 duplexes. MB CDC has been a developer, assisting contractors with
city paperwork related to the Ralston Housing Development. A future project—
Genesis Plaza—will provide a community health center. Like other CDCs, the
funding mixture for MB CDC comes primarily from housing programs and INDI

grants. Recently the organization has developed a for-profit coin-operated laundry.

Mapleton-Fall Creek
Housing Development Corporation (MFCHDC) (Site 4)

The Mapleton-Fall Creek Community

Home of Senator Richard Lugar and retired U. S. Representative Andrew
Jacobs, Mapleton-Fall Creek was named after Maple Street (now 38th Street), and is
located in the mid-north section of Indianapolis. Annexed in 1902, MFCHDC
community is bounded by 38th Street to the north, Meridian Street to the west, and
Fall Creek Parkway and Fall Creek to the south and east (Articles of Incorporation,
1992; Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 960). The MFCHDC community is located south of the
Indiana State Fairgrounds. MFCHDC community is south of MLK CDC, north of
KPADC and NNDC, and east of UNWADC communities. Located in the INHP and
CDBG catchment areas, this community is the home of the Indianapolis Housing
Partnership offices, the Lilly Endowment, Day Nursery Lilly Center, Mid-North
Shepherd’s Center, Shortridge Junior High School, Meridian Insurance Group, Inc.,

and Indiana Bell Telephone Company. It is home to large churches in Indianapolis,
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including Trinity Episcopal Church, Tabernacle Presbyterian Church, Broadway
United Methodist Church, Our Redeemer Lutheran Church, Phillips Temple Christian

Methodist Episcopal Church, and North United Methodist Church.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

The community needs structures and processes reflect the changing MFCHDC
community. In 1960, African-Americans made up only 2% of the population, but by
the 1980s, that figure had grown to 87%. Due to massive urban clearance in KPADC
community, the MFCHDC community also began to experience growth in poverty
(Interview, November 6, 1995). Over one third of the population has a high-school
education or better, and this community has the lowest illiteracy rate of the INHP
CDC communities. 16% of households are female-headed, and almost 50% live
below the poverty level. The majority of the MFCHDC community households are

on some type of fixed income—most of them on Social Security.

Community Economic Structures and Processes

The primary commercial strip is along the southern portion of 38th Street, and
has a number of small shops, several bank branches, and insurance company. In
addition, a Walgreens drugstore, which has worked with neighborhood groups to set
up hiring policy, has located here. Other than a 7-Eleven convenience store, the
community does not have any large stores or restaurants. Housing is 28% owner-
occupied; as people move out of large housing units, property owners convert them

into cost-effective rental properties. Another problem is the age of housing: 80% of
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was built before 1950, and only nine units have been built since 1980. MFCHDC’s
National Equity Fund projects, such as Reclamation I & II, are in the process of
securing vacant properties and renovating them either for rental properties or for
home-ownership opportunities. A component of Reclamation II, the home ownership
development account (HODA) program, gives renters an opportunity to save and to
receive matched funds toward the down payment of a home. Other housing
development stimulated such projects as the redevelopment of Dorchester Apartment
Complex (Wetzel, August 27, 1994, p. Al).

The unemployment rate is about average among INHP CDC communities.
The employed middle-class African-American population is evenly split between
managerial, technical, and service sectors. Some of the largest employers in the

community are Indiana Bell Company and Meridian Mutual Insurance.

Community Political Structures and Processes

MFCHCD’s city-county councilor district is 22; the current councilor is a
Democrat. Its Department of Metropolitan Development representative is the Center
Township administrator, and the community is in the IPD North District.

In 1962, MFCHDC community developed Mapleton-Fall Creek
Neighborhood Association (MFCNA) to address incipient neighborhood problems.
This organization became the only neighborhood association in the MFCHDC
community. The umbrella organization, Mapleton-Fall Creek Neighborhood
Association, is the only recognized community political structure in the community.

Other than the Adopt-a-Block program, MFCNA does not have member
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neighborhood associations that represent geographic zones in MFCHDC community.
The resident driven community council and serves as the advocate for the community.

As an organization, MFCNA has a strong committee structure. The executive
committee acts as a quasi-policymaking and administrative arm of the organization.
Along with the executive committee, there are several other committees: ways and
means, communication, neighborhood affairs, and neighborhood environment
committees. At monthly meetings, each committee presents a report and the treasurer
provides an organizational budget report.

MFCNA considers all residents to be members of the organization, but six
months’ residency is required to vote. Members are not assessed membership dues.
Along with its resident membership, MFCNA has a corporate class of membership
that pays tax-deductible dues.

Communication is in the form of a monthly publication, the Gazetre, which
allows both the MFCNA and MFCHDC to provide information to residents. The
publication reproduces MFCNA minutes. This organization has been instrumental in
updated neighborhood plans and neighborhood surveys. In its advocacy role,
MFCNA writes letters of support for zoning issues (e.g., the Blue Horse Production,
Inc.’s special use zoning variance) and challenges liquor licenses for clubs and liquor
stores.

In the 1990s, the organization began to experience some internal strife
between the old guard and the new. In the 1960s, the organization was run
predominantly by whites; however, in the 1980s, as the neighborhood became largely

African-American, that population has demanded an active participant role. The
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leadership has changed: today, leadership positions on the executive board and

committee are held by African-Americans.

Community Organizations

MFCHDC is in the MLKMSC service area, which is located in the (somewhat
distant) MLK CDC community. Otherwise, residents rely on Citizens for social and
health services. In 1993, the Allison Center began to offer “free medical services”™—
provided by Genessaret Free Clinic (GFC)—on Saturday mornings (Mapleton-Fall
Creek Gazette, 14 (8), p. 1). Some emergency services are provided by churches,
such as Broadway United Methodist Church and Our Redeemer Lutheran Church.
Day Nursery Lilly Center provides daycare and referral services for the area. In
addition, Day Nursery provides a male mentoring program and a training program for

small daycare entrepreneurs (/ndianapolis News, June 9, 1994, p. E 2).

The Housing Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

Located in the basement of one if its founders, Our Redeemer Lutheran
Church, MFCHDC was formed in 1985 by the Mid-North Church Council and
Mapleton Fall Creek Neighborhood Association. Thanks to a Lilly Religious
Institution Grant, The Mid North Church Council pledged between $55,000 and

$60,000 to the organization (Meeting, March 21, 1995).
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As a 501 (c)(3) organization, in 1992, MFCHDC amended its articles of
incorporation to reflect the changes in the state nonprofit legisiation. The bylaws of
the organization lay out the structures and processes of the organization. MFCHDC’s
mission is “to promote and undertake activities that will identify, develop, and sustain
physical, financial, and human assets in the Mapleton-Fall Creek neighborhood
through attracting internal and external investments in the neighborhood to create
positive impacts on the quality of life for our residents and the greater community in
which we live” (Annual Dinner program, March 21, 1995).

Explicitly, the mission statement demonstrates a holistic approach to
development, incorporating physical and social aspects which might reflect the Mid
North Church Council’s input in the development of the mission statement.
MFCHDC'’s goals are:

(1) to combat residential housing deterioration and promote
neighborhood stabilization;

(2) to provide assistance to individuals residing in the Mapleton-
Fall Creak Area;

(3) to combat the physical, economic and social causes of such
deterioration;

(4) to cooperate with existing neighborhood associations . . . and
with governments, civic, service and other agencies and bodies;
and

(5) to engage in such other activities in furtherance of the common
good and social welfare of Mapleton-Fall Creek Area residents
(MFCHDC, 1992).

These indicate that MFCHDC is concerned about both economic and social

development activities.
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Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The board of directors is responsible for the policymaking, planning, and
decision making processes of the organization. The board structure is based on
institutional representation, as well as some geographic and social representation.

The board structure was designed with two types of directors, an appointive
directer, and a co-optive director. Appointive directors are those from the church
community. Co-optive directors are subdivided into four subclasses: Adopt-a-Block
(5 members), Martin Luther King Multi-Service Center (1 member), Community
Action Against Poverty Agency (1 member), and Appointive directors Co-optive
directors (5 members). Of the Co-optive Class, Adopt-a-Block, Martin Luther King
Multi-Service Center and Community Action Against Poverty Agency directors must
be residents of MFCHDC community. The Appointive directors and Co-ptive
directors do not have to come from the community. Appointive directors have
unlimited term limits, while the Co-optive directors are limited to one term. Each has
two representatives.

MFCHDC has added the Adopt-a-Block class to increase community
representation. Each institution is considered a resident; thus, each is given two
representatives on the board. The appointive board of directors has majority control
of the organization. Appointive board members may live in the community, but they
do not have to: a more specific requirement is church attendance. Community
residents are represented by both the appointive and co-optive classes of board
members. In the appointive class, MFCNA is given two board positions, because the

association is a co-founder. In the co-optive class, three groups (Adopt-a-Block,
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MLKMSC, and CAP) are required to be community residents, meaning six additional
community resident positions. All told, eight board positions are assured community
resident status. In 1995, approximately 36% of board positions went automatically to
community residents. Sometimes churches appoint community residents as
appointive representatives, potentially increasing the number of community residents.
Using best estimates, the 1995 Board of Directors had 15 community residents—or
68% of the board’s representation. This is an increase from 1994, when 13 of the 22
board positions (59%) were held by residents.

The size of the board is not prescribed, although a minimum of three board
members is required to conduct business (MFCHDC, 1992). In 1994, the
organization also included an Adopt-a-Block board member. Board membership is
designed to increase representation of low-income residents. The current board
consists of 22 directors, with 12 members belonging to the church community, and
two to the Mapleton-Fall Creek Neighborhood Association. Some of the co-optive
members include a neighborhood advocate and a resident in the ECI community,
accountants, and lawyers at major law firms.

There is even leadership distribution between community residents and non-
residents. In fact, the president of the organization is from the co-optive class.

MFCHDC is not reflective of its community; the distribution of board
members is somewhat skewed. Only one African-American serves on the executive
board. More men than women serve on this board, although the executive director

and staff are predominantly African-American women. Other than the Adopt-a-
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Block members, most board members are middle-class African-Americans and
White-Americans.

The committee structure consists of executive board of directors and a number
of functional committees: finance, Adopt-a-Block, marketing, loan, construction
skills training, construction, and nominating committees. Each committee is
appointed by the Appointive Board of Directors, and on each committee are two
appointive board members. As specified in the Bylaws, each committee functions in
an administrative oversight capacity, which is approved or modified by the Board of
Directors. The policy-making body includes the executive directors, and has five
common positions: president, vice president, recording secretary, corresponding
secretary, and treasurer (MFCHDC, 1992). Except for the president and recording
secretary, a person can hold two positions (MFCHDC, 1992). These positions have
one-year terms.

The organization holds meetings on a rotating basis. The Executive Board of
Directors hold a meeting a month before the Board of Directors meeting. The
Executive Board of Directors determines the issues and agenda items for the
organization. The following month, the Board of Directors, discusses agenda items
and votes on impending projects. A quorum of one fourth of the Appointive Board
members is needed to conduct a meeting or vote (MFCHDC, 1992).

Most of MFCHDC’s projects use CDBG and HOME funding, and its primary
public partner is the city of Indianapolis. MFCHDC is a member of the Indianapolis
Coalition of Neighborhood Development; otherwise the organization is not an active

participant in similar coalitions.
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Operating Structures and Processes

The organization did not have staff until 1989, when MFCHDC hired its first
executive director. As the organization increased its operations, it added a number of
positions: program manager, project planner, handyman instructor, construction
manager, and ultimately a housing counselor.

The Administrative structure has grown and become scmewhat hierarchical.
Like other CDCs, this organization began with a flat structure and one executive
director. At one time, the organization considered itself understaffed; now there are
approximately nine employees. Some employees are not paid by the organization,
but are funded by the Lutheran Social Services and the Department on Aging. The
Department on Aging standards require an elderly person and Lutheran Social
Services standards require someone who does case management. The construction
division of the organization has three positions: skill training, contracts, and projects.

Unlike other CDCs, MFCHDC has a component that addresses social
concerns: a part-time social worker (Meeting, September 27, 1994). The position
addresses things such as food, utilities, shelters, and personal problems.

Unlike other CDCs, MFCHDC has instituted a training program for
community residents. The Construction Skills Training Program (CST) is designed to
give basic home repair training to students for 16 months; the students then are able
seek employment in the field. Assisting this group of students is the part-time
counselor paid by Lutheran Social Service. This is an innovative program that can

provide substantive training to community residents interested in particular skills.
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Like other CDCs, MFCHDC has a home repair subsidy program, designed to
bring existing structures up to code compliance.

Two major MFCHDC projects are ongoing: Reclamation I and II. Each is a
part of a larger Equity project, handled by ECI. Before a project is begun, the
MFCHDC must develop a limited partnership, in which National Equity Fund holds
99% ownership and MFCHDC, 1% ownership. This limited partnership is a for-
profit subsidiary of MFCHDC, the general partner and developer. The partnership is
required to use HCJ Corporation as property manager. In other words, MFCHDC
does not manage these properties once they are in operation. Before Reclamation II
began production, a consultant was brought in to explain the process and to advise the
board on these projects. Reclamation I consists of 32 units that were renovated with
tax credits and HOME/CDBG funding (Mapleton-Fall Creek Gazette, July/August
1993; Stokes, May 8, 1993, p. D2). Reclamation II, a $2.9 million project, consists of
33 units of housing on 16 sites scattered throughout the MFCHDC community
(Mapleton-Fall Creek Gazette, July/August 1993, pp. 1, 5). The cost of acquiring
these properties approached $15,000; however, their renovated value is
approximately $80,000 (Mapleton-Fall Creek Gazette, July/August 1993, pp. 1, 5).
The Homeownership Development Account (HODA) account matches individuals’
savings for use for a down payment or for further schooling (Meeting, August 23,
1994).

MFCHDC'’s funding stream is very complex. Like other CDCs, the bulk of its
operational budget comes from the INDI fund, Liily’s operational funding for all

CDCs. However, MFCHDC also gets funds from iNet, LISC pre-development funds,
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LIHTC-NEF, AHP First Indiana, and Lilly Endowment. At its beginning, the
organization received a commitment from each of the five original church founders
via the Lilly Endowment. The Construction Skills Training program (Handyman
Program) receives funding from iNet and the city of Indianapolis. The Blankenbaker
Fund is a revolving loan program that provides home repairs and five-year loans of up
to $5,000, at 4% interest, to individual community residents. As a developer of
Reclamation I & II, MFCHDC has the potential to receive 1% developer fees when
the tax-credit properties become profitable. In addition, the organization receives

contributions and donations from various sources, such as Century Club Members.

Martin Luther King
Community Development Corporation (MLK CDC) (Site 3)

The Community

Developed around 1889, this community is located in the southern tip of
Washington Township in a transition zone (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 559; Nathan, 1992).
It is bounded on the west by Keystone and the Monon Rail line, on the east by Crown
Hill Cemetery, on the north by 42nd Street and 46th Streets, and on the south by 38th
Street. In the northwest corner of MLKCDC community, or Butler-Tarkington
neighborhood, is Butler University. Also within this community’s boundaries are
Christian Theological Seminary, Orchard Country Day School, Indianapolis Museum
of Arts (IMA), North United Methodist Church, the UMC Central Indiana
headquarters, Indiana Deaf School, United Way of Central Indiana, Life Center of

Indianapolis which provides facilitation training, and the Indiana State Fairgrounds
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(Bodenhamer, 1994; Indianapolis Business Journal, April 29-May 5, 1996). Parts of
two distinct neighborhoods are within the MLKCDC boundaries: Butler-Tarkington
(BT) named after Indianapolis playwright Booth Tarkington, and Meridian-Kessler

(MK), a major intersection (Bodenhamer, 1994).

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

Approximately 40% of the population is either under 18 or is 65 and older.
The average level of education in this community is quite high: over 40% of the
population has more than a high-school education. Of the households on fixed
income, 35% is on some type of public transfer payment. 18% of the households are
female-headed; however, only 4% of those households are living below the poverty

level.

Community Economic Structure and Processes

A number of businesses operate along the 38th Street corridor and throughout
the BT and Meridian-Kessler Neighborhood Association (MKNA). Both of these
neighborhoods are noted for their owner-operated businesses and retail and
commercial nodes. At the corner of Meridian and 38th Streets sits a large apartment
complex, and 38th Street has a number of banks, drugstores, and other retail
establishments. Along Illinois Avenue, between 38th and 42nd Streets, is an old
downtown shopping area with small shops and restaurants. Broad Ripple Pie
Company, a neighborhood-based business, is located in Meridian-Kessler, and

Charles Mayer & Co., a fine china and crystal company, moved to the Butler-
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Tarkington neighborhood from its downtown location (Cox, 1993, p. 19). The other
two neighborhoods do not have strong economic bases, however, the Keystone
commercial and retail corridor borders these neighborhoods.

Housing is predominantly rental rather than owner-occupied, although the
difference is only 3%. However, if current trends continue, the number of rental
properties may increase. 51% of the housing in the area was built before 1950.
Although this community has 8% unemployment, this is only 1% higher than the
Marion County unemployment rate. The majority of the community residents work
in managerial, technical, or service and operations categories, suggesting a well-
educated and well-trained population.

Other than the Coburn Place Development, MLK CDC community has seen
limited redevelopment. In the Meridian-Kessler neighborhood, the newest
redevelopment is the 42nd Street and Broadway Redevelopment Plan, which replaced
the old station on 42nd Street and Central Avenue (Cox, 1993, pp. 17-19). The
redevelopment plan also included police station and library renovation. Two other
projects in the design and planning stages are Butler-Tarkington Park Redevelopment
(BTPR) and Monon Rail Corridor Development (MRCD). Each of these projects has
received a $500,000; the BTPR project will cost $2.5 million. The second project,
MRCD, is a citywide project that includes the KPADC, MBCDC, and MFCHDC

communities.
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Community Political Structure and Processes

MLK CDC community is in Washington Township Administrator’s district,
and is in city county councilor district 6, which is represented by a Democrat. It is
also in the North Police District.

Unlike other CDC communities, the MLK CDC community does not have an
umbrella organization. While in theory the CDC can operate as an umbrella
organization, MLK CDC does not operate as such. MLK CDC community has four
separate neighborhood associations: Butler-Tarkington, Meridian-Kessler
Neighborhood Association, Keystone-Monon Neighborhood Partnership (KMNP),
and Fall Creek Civic League (FCCL). The neighborhood associations operate as
separate entities. Occasionally, BT and MKNA have worked cooperatively: Meridian
Street Foundation, Butler-Tarkington and Meridian-Kessler neighborhood
organizations worked together on a traffic light issue (Bird, December 4, 1992, p. C3).
Keystone-Monon Neighborhood Partnership and Fall Creek Civic League are either
new or reactivated organizations (Fall Creek Civic League, 1995, p. 3). Officially
organized February 13, 1995, the Keystone-Monon Neighborhood Partnership,
assisted by MLK CDC, reorganized as a neighborhood association. Fall Creek Civic
League is in existence but not active (Fall Creek Civic League, 1995, p. 3).

Perhaps the two most important neighborhood associations are the Butler-
Tarkington and Meridian-Kessler Neighborhood Associations. The first, BT, is one
of the nation’s oldest “continuously operating neighborhood[s] in the nation™
(Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 372). Its development centered around the shifting African-

American population across 38th Street (Saltman, 1990, p. 38). Like other
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neighborhood associations, BT has a board of directors and an executive committee
with a president, vice president, secretary, and treasurer. This neighborhood
association has a 27-member board, with four alternates, ensuring good neighborhood
representation. Furthermore, the organization has five committees: administration,
finance, communication, community affairs, and environmental affairs committees.
To handle certain projects, BT has a foundation that operates as a community
development corporation.

Similarly, MKNA is a structured operation, suggesting a professional

k]

residential base. MKNA is subdivided into “six geographic zones”—somewhat

similar to planning zones (Cox, 1993, p.1). Each zone sends a delegate who serves as
the liaison between the zone and the neighborhood association. Like BT, MKNA has
a separate entity responsible for receiving funds. The Meridian-Kessler Development
Corporation partners with the city on projects such as the construction of the police
station, creating a computer recording system, enlargement of Broadway Library, and
renovation of the fire station (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 990; Cox, 1993). The MKNA
News is the neighborhood information center, with information on listings of
businesses and social services. The MKNA News also surveys community residents
on issues such as the library extension and police survey.

MLK CDC community has very limited coordination and communication.
Each organization essentially operates in a vacuum, and there seems to be no effort to
bring these organizations together. The highly organized community has been able to
establish and operate a community development corporation without the assistance of

any other organizations.
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Community Organizations

MLK CDC, in conjunction with a for-profit developer, redeveloped Coburn

Place as a residential facility—an alternative to nursing institutions” (Coburn Place,
n.d.). An agency that addresses youth services citywide is Kaleidoscope Youth
Center, started by two churches to do health services referral. Kaleidoscope also
works with the juvenile courts system to assign community service duties, such as
cleaning up neighborhoods and graffiti.

35% of the population is in the dependent category; social services are provided by
Martin Luther King Multi-Service Center (MLKMSC). The Center provides services
such as King’s Kids, Teen Board, sports, and tutoring to both the elderly and the
youth. Like other multi-service centers, MLKMSC also provides emergency services.
Although MLKMSC is part of the MLKCDC community, the community does not
have an adult health clinic; thus, this population is referred to Blackburn Terrace and
Citizens. The ACTION, a health department program, provides services for teens. A
collaborative effort by Indianapolis Public Schools (IPS), MLKMSC, and BT
established a center in School #43 that provides community outreach in policing,
after-school programs, and social and health services to the Butler-Tarkington
neighborhood (Schuckel, March 17, 1993, p. C3). Although the MLKCDC
community is the home of the Indianapolis Museum of Arts, museum programming
has been focused primarily on the patrons of the arts, not on the community in which
it lies. However, in 1993, the Indianapolis Museum of Arts received a five-year grant

to “make museums ‘less elitist institutions’ and attract more diverse audiences,”
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thereby making it more accessible to all of Indianapolis (Finnel, January 28, 1993, pp.

E1-E2).

The Community Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

The MLK CDC, created by the MLKMSC board in 1987, focuses on housing
development. Initially, it operated out of the multi service center, but in 1991, the
MLK CDC initiated a move to a new location. The move was intended to foster an
identity separate from that of the multi-service center.

Like all other community development corporations, MLK CDC is governed
by its bylaws and articles of incorporation. Since 1987, its articles of incorporation
have been changed twice, in order to make necessary structural changes. The mission
statement of MLK CDC empbhasizes revitalization, empowerment of families,
building of assets, “partnerships and strong local economy,” and “investment in
people, real estate and business” (MLK CDC, 1995, p. 2). Although the most recent
mission statement may reflect the goals of a strategic planning effort in early 1995,
the original mission statement focused on the development of real estate, housing, and
employment—an economic focus with less emphasis on people.

The board of directors has 16 members. This is unusual because most boards
have an odd number of members to prevent ties. The membership of the board is not
prescribed other than the required 51% community resident membership (Interview,

November 7, 1995). Members must be at least 21 years old, and may serve only two
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terms. Membership on the board is a requirement for membership on a committee;
these committees do not allow non-board residents. Unlike other CDC communities

b

board members do not pay dues.

Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The board of directors, including a chairperson, secretary, and treasurer, is
responsible for conducting regular meetings. Initially, the position of chairperson
elect was instituted, but it has been replaced by a vice chairperson. The president of
the organization is responsible for the day-to-day operation of the organization. The
bylaws authorize the members of the board to designate committees other than the
executive committee as necessary. As of 1995, the organization had the following
committees: budget and finance, resource development, personnel, programs, and
nominating committees.

The MLK CDC board of directors makes organization decisions. MLK CDC
requires 51% community representation, unlike other organizations that designate a
membership class of community residents or community organizations. Until 1994,
the organization did not collaborate with other organizations, except occasionally to
get the neighborhood’s approval of projects. Joint MLK CDC-INHP initiatives have
focused on the activation and reactivation of neighborhood organizations in the
Indiana State Fairgrounds location. This outreach may be the result of the Monon
Rail Corridor Plan. Although community residency is a criterion for participation at

some levels, this is not stated in the bylaws.
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Although the community’s population is mostly African-American, the
majority of the board members are white. Women seem to hold key board and staff
positions in the organization, but leadership positions are held by men. Most of the
members on this board are upper—middle-class and mid—middle-income, like the
population of the MLK CDC community (Interview, November 4, 1995).

Although meetings are open to the public, the date and time is not advertised.
The board of directors is responsible for calling a meeting, although no notice is
required or published. Most other CDCs require a 50% quorum; MLKCDC requires

only one third of its board members to be present.

Operating Structures and Processes

The administrative structure of MLK CDC consists of three positions—two of
these positions are new. Working with for-profit developers and limited partnerships,
the president had been able to construct the Coburn Place project with the help of a
complex set of city, state, and private funding sources. The new positions enhance
the organization’s exposure to the broader community.

Until 1995, there was only one paid staff person. As the organization’s
responsibilities grew, two other positions were incorporated (Meeting, October 4,
1694). These positions are Director of Development and Communication, whose
primary responsibility is to fundraise and public relations, and the office manager—a
part-time position responsible for internal operations. This small staff reflects a flat-

hierarchical style of organization and an informal office environment.
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Since its creation, MLK CDC has been credited with the building of “14
single-family homes and three doubles on 17 lots near the State Fairgrounds and in
the 3400 blocks of North Illinois Street and North Capitol Avenue (Sharp, August 11,
1996, pp. H1-2). Most of these projects were built in conjunction with other
community development corporations and the LISC equity program. Although the
biggest accomplishment is the Coburn Place project—residential housing for
seniors—in 1995 this project faced foreclosure due to health reimbursement issues. If
foreclosed, this project may be sold by HUD to anyone; thus, the MLK CDC could
lose its share in the limited partnership between MLK CDC private developers.

Even though MLK CDC has a new social focus, the organization has not
worked to develop social programs: the organization has seen its primary role as that
of referral service. Since moving away from its original home, MLK CDC has not
partnered with other social service agencies in the community.

Like all community development corporations in Indianapolis, the operating
budget comes from INHP, but the organization also gets development fees for liaising
between developers and the city. Even though the organization serves as the
developer and receives developer fees, it has limited ability to return a profit to the
organization. Most of the funds are used for legal fees and project fees, eliminating

any organization profit (Interview, November 4, 1995).
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Near North Development Corporation (NNDC) (Site 6)

The Near North Community

Platted around 1873, Near North Community Development Corporation
(NNDC) community is bounded on the east by Pennsylvania Street, on the South by
New York Avenue and on the west by the Indianapolis Water Company Canal, and
on the north by 40th Street (NNDC, 1994). However, according to some publications,
Near North CDC boundaries do not extend past 30th Street (Crawford et al., 1994, p.
54; see also INHP map). This boundary dispute may reflect the request of some city
officials to do specific projects in other CDC communities. Until the construction of
[-65, NNDC was connected to the UNWADC neighborhood (Bodenhamer, 1994, p.
1368; interview, November 5, 1995). This community is the home of Methodist
Hospital, Historic Landmarks, the Indianapolis Leader, (an African-American
newspaper), Indiana Human Rights Coalition, Indianapolis Urban League,
Metropolitan Indianapolis Board of Realtors, Citizens Gas and Coke Ultility,
Indianapolis Power and Light Co., Indiana Vocational and Technical College, and
Volunteer of America of Indiana. The Indianapolis Neighborhood Resource Center is

a resource for neighborhoods citywide.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes
In the 1970s, the construction of I-65 and I-70 pushed the poor, especially
African-Americans, toward the NNDC community. At the same time, the white

population moved further north and out to the suburbs, leaving this community to the
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middle-class African-American population (Bodenhamer, 1994, pp. 5-7, 10, 58).
Although the population “declined by almost 2,000 since 1970,” the remaining
population in the NNDC community is overwhelmingly African-American. 45% of
the NNDC community is living below the poverty level, demonstrating a definite
need for support services (Ehret, January 27, 1994, p. D3). NNDC has a considerable
elderly population, and the majority of the population has less than a high-school
education. Although only 10% of the households live below the poverty level, an
alarming 63% of female-headed households are below the poverty level, and 54% of

the households are on fixed incomes—and 35% of those on Social Security.

Community Economic Structures and Processes

The NNDC community is lined with light industrial and commercial districts.
Even so, the area has approximately 65 vacant lots, and over 25 acres of vacant
properties (Meeting, November 16, 1995; Ehret, January 27, 1994, p. D3).
Consequently, the city proposed the Near North Redevelopment Program (NNRP),
which would invest approximately $11.5 million for improved housing, land
acquisition and neighborhood enhancement, and infrastructure improvements over a
three-year period (Ehret, January 27, 1994, p. D3). NNRP, a cluster development,
focuses its efforts on a specific geographic zone: “30th Street on the North, I- 65 on
the West and South and Meridian on the East” (Ehret, January 27, 1994, p. D3). The
redevelopment program is a public-private partnership between the city of
Indianapolis, NNDC, Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership, Methodist

Hospital, and Melody Homes (Ehret, January 27, 1994, p. D3). The program
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provides more than 100 homes, both renovations and new constructions, and it would
provide a facelift along westbound I-65.

Between 16th and 20th Streets is the hospital district, surrounded by other
medical complexes such as the Ruth Lilly Center. South of 16th Street, NNDC is
mostly commercial and light industrial. North of 16th Street is a combination of
commercial, retail, and residential. Also along Illinois Avenue are various corporate
offices such Indianapolis Light, Citizen Gas, and Metropolitan Indianapolis Board of
Realtors (MIBOR). On 16th Street, between Capitol and Meridian Streets are small
shops, restaurants, and apartment complexes. The Meridian Corridor has a number
of retail and commercial buildings.

Although the NNDC community has a rich assortment of retail, commercial,
and industrial complexes, the closest grocery store in the area is the 7-Eleven
(Interview, November 5, 1995). Residents often shop at the Safeway at 22nd and
Central, and O’Malia’s downtown. The NNDC community has a drugstore at 18th
Street and Illinois Avenue, and is preparing for the development of a retail complex
that will include a grocery store, laundromat, dry cleaners, beauty shop, and bank.
The complex might provide employment and business opportunities for neighborhood
residents as well.

The bulk of the housing was built before 1950, and 60% was built before 1939.
According to the 1990 US Census, the NNDC community has a very high percentage
of rental properties and a small percentage of owner-occupied housing. NNDC, along

with HUD and the city, has produced Kenwood Place I and II, subsidized 202
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housing projects for the elderly and disabled. However, NNDC seeks to move away
from rental properties and to build homeownership opportunities.

The community has a high unemployment rate—4% higher than that of
Center Township, and double that of Marion County. The majority of the population
works in managerial and technical occupations. The highest single occupational
category is operators, which reflects the light industrial nature of the area. Service
occupations rank second, reflecting employment in the hospital, the light company,

and the gas company.

Community Political Structures and Processes

NNDC community is in city county councilor district 22, and is included in
the Center Township Administrator area and the IPD North District. Fire Station # 14
is located here.

NNDC serves as the umbrella organization into which three groups have
coalesced: two neighborhood associations—Highland Vicinity Neighborhood
Association, Meridian-Highland Neighborhood Association (formerly Highland
Kessler Civic League)—and a merchant association—Central North Civic
Association. The neighborhood associations are responsible for organizing efforts
and for providing a forum in which to relate information to community residents.
NNDC'’s role is participating in meetings and providing office resources for the
neighborhood association. A staff person is assigned to assist the neighborhood

associations, while another staff person works closely with the merchant association.
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Community Organizations

Other than limited program offerings, NNDC community is without any social
services or social programming for community residents. For those elderly who have
proper insurance, services are provided by Flanner House or Citizens. Youth services
are not available; however, Fire Station #14 on Kenwood Avenue and 30th Street has

offered some youth activities.

The Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

Unlike other CDCs, Near North Development Corporation’s (NNDC) began
as part of an effort by the Methodist Hospital to address the deteriorating condition
surrounding its campus (Hanson, 1981, p. 90). Accordingly, the “highest priority in
the hospital’s redevelopment plan was the establishment of a local non-for-profit
redevelopment corporation that would be responsible for the development and
redevelopment of the Methodist Hospital vicinity” (Hanson, 1981). From the
beginning, the Hospital reached out to neighborhood groups and the merchant
association.

Located in the Winter House, NNDC started out with one staff member and a
board of directors, and the organization set forth priorities that were both ambitious
and all-inclusive. Specifically, the organization addressed housing rehabilitation and
revitalization, industrial park, appearance of major north-south streets, security,

develop neighborhood training center (CETA), new housing (hospital employees),
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and new members (Hanson, 1981, p. 95). Fourteen other goals dealt with Meridian

Corridor, an area in the community north of CBD (see Hanson, June 14, 1981 for an

account of the goals to improve the Methodist Hospital area).

The articles of incorporation state the following goals:

y

2)

3)

4)

to combat decay and deterioration of , to preserve and beautify,
to stimulate improvement and revitalization of, and to stimulate
and effect development and redevelopment in that portion of
Indianapolis, Indiana;

to serve as a positive community focus for all residents,
businesses, and community organizations in the Near North
Area for the promotion and implementation of the Methodist
Hospital Vicinity Plan of the Department of Metropolitan
Development, Indianapolis, Marion County, Indiana;

to cooperate with government, civic, and other agencies and
bodies in promoting and implementing programs designed to
further any of the foregoing purposes; and

solely in furtherance of the aforesaid purposes, to transact any
and all lawful business for which corporations may be
incorporated under the Act (NNDC, 1994).

None of the goals specifically address community residents other the clause,

“to serve as a positive community focus for all residents” (NNDC, 1994).

Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The board of directors has 16 members in three classes: residents, sponsoring

members and a representative of Methodist Hospital (NNDC, 1994). The first

Methodist Hospital representative was the hospital’s director of planning. Originally,

the board consisted of two resident board members, five sponsoring (business) board

members, three hospital members of (selected by Methodist Hospital), and six at-

large board members. All board members must be age 18 or older. The resident
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members also must reside or own property in the area. Sponsoring members are
individuals or organizations on the membership rolls that meet one of three
requirements: residency, ownership, or interest (NNDC, 1994). The director class,
which is intended to be at-large membership, is open to anyone. Director class may
include those in other membership classes. Associate members are non-voting. All
members pay annual dues, ranging from $100 to $1,000. Methodist Hospital’s
Foundation provides matching donations up to $30,000 (Hanson, 1981, pp. 90-92).

The board structure of NNDC consists primarily of an Executive Committee
which has the following leadership positions: chairman of directors, president,
secretary, and treasurer, and assistant officers (this position is unique among CDC
boards). As the organization has grown, the board has added four committees:
resource development, North Meridian Corridor, economic development, and special
committees.

NNDC is both a development corporation and an umbrella organization. As
an umbrella organization, NNDC provides an arena in which to discuss policies that
affect the community. To ensure adequate representation of all groups, NNDC has
constructed a representation structure that includes neighborhood associations,
business groups, and the general population.

The community is represented by the Board of Directors, responsible for the
policy-making process of the organization. This body votes on issues and provides
oversight of the organization. Organization representation is the primary form of
geographic representation, especially in Classes I and III. Between the two classes,

the community representation is 35%. If Class II also were considered community
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residents, then the resident representation would be 58% of the board. According to
the bylaws, Classes I and II are required to reside, own property, or “demonstrate
interest” in the NNDC community. As Class I resident members, the two major
neighborhood associations receive three seats each. The voting classes are Class I, II,
III, and V. Class V members can be either voting or non-voting, depending on the
individual member. Class IV is a non-voting class, and the number of its members is
unlimited. The voting process is both by ballot and by consent. Although voting is
done in person, a member can vote by proxy.

The members are elected for terms of three years. A board member can be
reelected for a second term, but s/he has to sit out one year before being able to return
to the board. Hospital members are not elected but are selected by the hospital board.
The NNDC board is not socio-demographically representative of the community.

The majority of the population is African-American; however, African-Americans are
severely underrepresented on the board of directors. One possible explanation is that
Methodist Hospital has three members and the sponsoring class has five members
who represent community businesses. The organizational leadership structure is
especially skewed toward white males; however, the president of the board is a
resident African-American male. The secretary of the organization is the executive
director of Community Service Council/United Way, and a non-resident. Women

make up the majority of staff members; however, past presidents have been men.
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Operating Structures and Processes

The administrative structure is flat hierarchy. At one time the executive
director was the only staff person, but in 1981, NNDC had four professional staff
members and one full-time secretary (Hanson, 1981). The position of president of
NNDC is the only position described in the bylaws. According to the bylaws, the
president has the authorization to carry out the day-to-day operation of the
organization, and is authorized to “manage and supervise all the affairs and salaried
personnel of the Corporation” (NNDC, 1994).

The administrative structure of this organization is highly organized and
slightly hierarchical. Under the president are two others: a manager, who is
responsible for zoning, fundraising, and economic development in the North Meridian
Street Corridor, and a project manager, who develops projects and ensures that they
are completed on schedule. Like BOS CDC, NNDC has a secretary/office manager.

One staff member is an African-American female. NNDC has provided
opportunities for women to work in leadership positions, however, the women who
are given these opportunities are not low income earners or community residents.

This organization does not address social issues, questioning the need for only
“bricks and mortar” emphases (Interview, November 6, 1995). For some, the need to
address physical, mental, and social needs is overlooked (Interview, November 6,
1995). To assist them, the organization has sought the membership of the executive
director of Community Service Council/United Way. Fundamentally, NNDC acts as
a conduit of social services, not a provider (interview, October 23, 1995). Like a

numbers of CDC communities, the organization has attempted to address the disabled

186



and elderly population by constructing Kenwood Place I & II, and subsidized HUD
202 projects (Interview, November 6, 1995).

With projects such as North Meridian Street Corridor, Science and
Technology Park, and Near North Industrial Park completed, NNDC has begun the
Near North Redevelopment Program (NNRP): a clustered development bounded by
30th Street to the north, Illinois and Meridian Avenues to the east, 20th and 21st
Streets to the south, and I-65 to the west. The Department of Metropolitan
Development approved $700,000 for new construction. NNDC, along with Melody
Homes, developed housing plans with the help of local residents’ input. This three-
year redevelopment is an $11.5 million commitment; of that, $3.6 million is for land
acquisition (Ehret, January 27, 1994). The plan also includes rebuilding streets, curbs,
sidewalks, and sewers. For its part, Methodist Hospital is expected to undertake
landscape improvements on its campus.

As is true of other CDCs, political partnership is limited to funding agencies.
Indiana nonprofit regulations may have limited the ability of these organizations to
perform certain socialization processes; these are left to the neighborhood

associations.

Riley Area Revitalization Program (RARP) (Site 10)

The Riley Area Community
Platted between the 1830s and 1860s, this community has seen radical

changes in last twenty years. This area contains three residential/commercial historic
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districts: Chatham-Arch, Lockerbie, and St. Joseph, and has a higher than average
concentration of homosexual and homeless populations. The pride of the RARP
community is the Massachusetts Avenue Arts District. The Riley community is
bounded by Washington Street to the south, Meridian Street to the west, and the I-
65/I-70 inner loop to the north and east. The RARP community, perhaps the most
gentrified areas of the city, is an almost ideal location, situated within a “block of
urban services and amenities and comparatively low rents (Smith, December 4, 1994,
pp. H1-2). The RARP community contains two public housing complexes: Lugar
Tower and Barton Place and Riley Towers, a high-rise apartment building providing
housing for upper-income individuals (Rent Indy, November 3, 1995, pp. 1-2).

In addition, the RARP community has Market Place, Market Square Arena, a
number of large regional bank offices , the Murat building, Marion County Library,
American Legion Mall, Indiana War Memorial, Soldiers’ and Sailors’ Monument (the
Circle), the Catholic Diocese, and numerous churches, such as St. Mary Catholic
Church, Lockerbie Square United Methodist Church, Roberts Park United Methodist
Church. Also situated in the RARP community are Indianapolis City-County

Building, United States Federal Courthouse, and United States Federal Building.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

Unlike other CDC communities, a larger proportion of the area’s population is
in the 25-44—year-old age range. However, 21% of the population is elderly. A large
percentage of the population is well educated; however, one third of the population

does not have a high school education.
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Community Economic Structures and Processes

The RARP community has a large array of economic entities such as banks,
financial institutions, law firms, and other commercial entities. Along Massachusetts
Avenue there are shops, restaurants, and commercial properties, as well as a
residential stock that has been increasing in economic value. Neighborhoods such
Chatham-Arch, Lockerbie Square, and St. Joseph have homes in the $100,000-to-
$300,000 range. The movement of upwardly mobile professional to these
neighborhoods demonstrates the economic success of RARP. The majority of the
residents are employed in two categories: managerial and technical jobs.

A challenge for the RARP community is to build not only for-profit housing
but also housing for the poor, sick, and homeless populations. Riley Square is a joint
effort between RARP and Monument Investments to build 45 housing units for
households with a maximum income of $25,000 (Ehret, March 29, 1994, p. C3). In
the St. Joseph neighborhood, there are plans to undertake St. Jo Flats, a partnership
between Van Rooy Properties, Indiana Cares (a non-profit group), and RARP (Stokes,
May 24, 1994, p. C3). This $600,000 project for will renovate two buildings,
converting them into four two-bedroom apartments (Stokes, May 24, 1994, p. C3).
Christian Place is another group of buildings being renovated for the homeless.
Historic Landmarks Foundation of Indianapolis, Partners in Housing Development,
and three banks (National City Bank), Bank One, and Fifth Third Bank), are
spearheading this $2.5 million development, which will provide five two-bedroom

apartments and 24 one-bedroom apartments (Smith, December 4, 1994, pp. H1-H2).
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Vacant properties are slowly disappearing from the RARP community; most
residential properties are owner-occupied. As in other communities, a good deal
(43%) of the housing was built before 1939; between 1980 and 1990 the area has seen

only 11% new construction.

Community Political Structures and Processes

The RARP community is in City-County Councilor district #22, which is
represented by a Democrat who lives Chatham-Arch neighborhood. The Center
Township Administrator is responsible for development concerns in the area.

RARP has been considered an umbrella organization, although it does not
communicate with other organizations about some of its development projects. The
RARP community has approximately five neighborhood organizations. Each of the
three historic districts has its own neighborhood organizations, and each senior
complex has a tenant association: Executive Council of Senior High-Rise
Communities. The three neighborhood associations are Chatham-Arch
Neighborhood Association, Lockerbie Square, and St. Joseph Historic Neighborhood
Association, all of which are members of the Historic Urban Neighborhoods of

Indianapolis (HUNI) coalition.

Community Organizations
The closest centers are Citizens, Near East (or Bonar Center), and Southeast.
Riley Lockerbie Ministries Association (RLMA), a coalition of churches, homeless

shelters, and social service agencies, has been on the forefront in addressing senior
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needs. Other agencies that serve the elderly and homeless are Wheeler Mission,
Metro Advocate Ministry, and Lighthouse Mission. While there is not a large youth
population, Wheeler Mission does have a youth and family division, which provides a
youth basketball clinic.

Other area social service agencies or citywide programs include Overcoming
Obstacles, a jobs-entrepreneurship program; The Damien Center, an HIV/AIDS
advocacy agency; YMCA of Greater Indianapolis, which provides personal growth
and health improvement programs; Children’s Bureau of Indianapolis Inc., which
assists at risk children; Shepherd’s Center of Indianapolis; and Training Inc., a self-
sufficiency program. Also within the RARP community are the American Cabaret

Theatre, Phoenix Theatre, and Theatre on the Square.

The Area Revitalization Program

Constitution Structures and Process

Created by the Riley-Lockerbie Ministerial Association in 1979, RARP was
established to address deterioration and senior housing concerns in the Riley area
(Interview, October 19, 1995). The organization operates in an office owned by one
of its board members, and has both articles of incorporation and bylaws, which are
requirements for operation and funding.

While RARP’s new mission is to engage in housing and community
development activities, in the beginning RARP set up tenant organizations, health

clinics, and contracted with Sisters of Providence for visitation and minor health care
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for the elderly. Thus RARP began with a social mission, which it changed to reflect

the changing political climate.

Collective Participation Structures and Processes

Generally, the board of directors makes policy decisions; however, the
executive committee has been known to make such decisions at its bimonthly
meetings (Interview, October 31, 1995). In the past, the organization met
infrequently because of limited operations, thus shifting power to the executive
committee. Recently, the board has met regularly.

For the most part, the board members are either community residents or
community businesses’ representatives. However, membership is restricted to those
willing to pay dues. Yielding to neighborhood pressure, RARP decided to add to its
board three historic neighborhood associations (Meeting, July 24, 1995). These
associations did not have representation (such as they might in other CDCs), and they
felt ignored by the CDC (Meeting, July 24, 1995).

While most board members are professionals (reflective of RARP community
demographics), recently RARP has tried to add board members with development
experience. The board of directors is made up of artists, an attorney, a design
specialist, a manager of an O’Malia store, clergy, and other professional persons. The
Senior Citizen Center also has a board representative, which increases the visibility of

senior citizen issues.



Most of the board members are white and female. The board president and
the executive director are white males. Although the new administrative staff
positions are female, the RARP Board of Directors may reflect a certain male bias.

Upon joining the board, a member is given a book about community
development corporations, but was given no formal training. Recently, four board
members were sent to the Trustee Leadership program (Meeting, July 24, 1995).
Members feel that board training would increase their credibility with the city of
Indianapolis. In addition, a former board member had conducted housing project
training for RARP, giving board members an understanding of the process (Interview,
October 31, 1995; meeting, September 26, 1994).

The new executive director has added six committees beyond the executive
committee: housing, promotions, business, design and development, finance, and
social concerns committees. The executive committee consists of the chair, vice chair,
executive director, chairs of committees, a past president, and an administrative
assistant (Interview, October 31, 1995). Board members are required to pay dues, but
there is no other restriction on membership (Interview, October 31, 1995; Thumbnail,
November 30, 1991). Most board members are neighborhood residents, landowners,
or business owners and recently original founders’ representatives (Interview,
October 31, 1995).

The development of the Social Concerns Committee indicates that RARP has
moved away from its original mission. Some believed the organizations did not do
enough community outreach, but relied on funding streams to dictate the

organization’s direction (Interviews, October 19 & 31, 1995). Others considered the
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neighborhood associations to be the arm that dealt with area social problems, but
believed that RARP ignored the homeless problem (Interview, October 31, 1995).

The Social Concerns Committee was designated to address these issues.

Operating Structures and Processes

The organization has been weak administratively. RARP’s several executive
directors have run the organization with varying degrees of success (Interview,
October 19, 1995). With a 23-member board of directors, RARP has one hired
administrative staff. The administrative structure is flat hierarchy or nonexistent.
From the beginning, RARP has operated with only one staff person, who focused on
the day-to-day operations of the organization. At times the president of the board
operated as the administrator of the organization. There has been frequent change in
the executive director position; incumbents have typically served short tenures.
Presently, there are two staff positions: office manager and executive director.

When the city of Indianapolis began housing development plans, the CDC
made administrative changes and added staff. Not only did leadership change, but so
did other functions of the organization: including reconstruction, setting up filing and
accounting systems, making committee assignments, and adding staff (Interview,
October 19, 1995; meeting, September 26, 1994). Owing to the fragmentation of
staff, CDC bookkeeping had become incomplete. Because of this, the organization
was put on probation which puts its financial situation in jeopardy.

Lugar Towers and Barton Place (senior citizen complexes) presented an

opportunity to do advocacy. RARP assists residents and works to establish tenant
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association, and has led an organized attempt to get services and maintenance in those
buildings. As a result, RARP lost favor with the city administration, which slowed its
growth as a community development corporation.

During its early years, RARP focused on minor housing rehabilitation.
Because of scarcity of land and property, RARP has focused on scattered site housing
projects and concentration on business retention (Interviews, October 19 & 31, 1995;
meeting, September 26, 1994). Renovation of Massachusetts Avenue, a public-
private partnership with the city of Indianapolis, Indiana Department of Commerce,
has been RARP’s primary business retention effort (Interview, October 31, 1995).
Other projects on which RARP has worked as primary developer are the Murat
historic preservation efforts and the Barton Place renovation (Meeting, September 26,
1994).

In the community, for-profit developers and RARP have brought about
gentrification and have minimized the needs of the poor, homeless, and elderly
populations (Interview, October 31, 1995). The Massachusetts Avenue revitalization
has drawn attention away from other areas (Interview, October 31, 1995). The
church-based Shalom Zone Initiative, an economic project that provides employment
and life skills for unemployables, is an example of RARP’s return to its original
mission (Interview, October 31, 1995).

RARP funding sources primarily have been members, community businesses,
and churches. Recently, that funding base has leveled off (Interview, October 19,
1995). Indianapolis Neighborhood Partnership has begun to provide some operating

funding, as it has for other CDCs. Another funding stream comes through developer
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fees from joint partnership with various for-profit entities. For example, the School
#9 project is a collaborative arrangement between RARP, the Mansur Group, and
Ratio Architects/Bradbury Associates. As developer, CDCs works as an intermediary
between city bureaucracy and for-profit entities by filing necessary paperwork for
land acquisition, zoning changes, and building permits. In other instances, the CDC
provides for-profit entities the opportunity to receive state NAP credits—tax
deductions to for-profit organizations that donate to non-profit organizations. The

CDC also receives a state matching grant.

Southeast Neighborhood Development (SEND) (Site 11)

The Fletcher Place/Fountain Square Community

Bounded by Washington Street in the north, Raymond Street in the south,
Pleasant Run Parkway Drive North in the east, and Meridian Street in the west, the
SEND community is adjacent to Mile Square (see INHP map). In the area are the
State Farm Bureau, Eli Lilly Corporation, and Citizens Gas & Coke utility. Historic
Virginia Avenue, Fletcher Place Methodist Church, and St. Patrick Hispanic
Resource Center also are located here. At the corner of Virginia and Prospect
Avenues is the Historic Fountain Square branch of the Marion County Library. A
number of railroad yards surround the SEND community. Fountain Square antique
shops are located along Virginia Avenue. The area incorporates three historic
districts: Fletcher Place, Historic Fountain Square, and Fountain Square (Bodenhamer,

1994, p. 580).
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Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

The percentage of Caucasian-Americans in the area differs from that of the
overall INHP population. As in other INHP communities, 25% of the population
lives below the poverty level. Moreover, 40% of the population could be considered
dependent populations, requiring social services.

52% of the SEND community has less than a high-school education. Fewer
than 20% have greater than a high-school education. The SEND community has 14%
female-headed households, and 50% of the population is on some type of fixed
income.

Major problems include proximity to bars or nightclubs: 33% of the
population lives close to bar or nightclub. The Fountain Square Neighborhood
Association worked with the city attorney’s office to have the saloon closed; however,
while the ownership has changed hands, the bar has remained open (Crawford et al.,

1994, p. 77).

Community Economic Structures and Processes

Along Virginia Avenue in Fountain Square, the atmosphere is small town:
there are antique stores, an old-fashioned “five and dime” store, an Amvet thrift store
(formerly a drug store), the Fountain Square Theater Building (featuring duckpin
bowling), and a hamburger shop. The SEND community has several commercial
nodes—Virginia Avenue being the most famous. Most of the stores are small

businesses; the State Farm Bureau is located in the Fletcher Place neighborhood.
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The percentage of vacancy is similar to that of WCDC, ECI, UNWADC,
NNDC, and MFCHDC. Since the 1960s, the community has not seen any new
housing constructed.

Unemployment in the SEND community is comparable to that of other CDC
communities. However, SEND has a large percentage of residents who are working

in manufacturing industries and technical occupation.

Community Political Structures and Processes

The SEND community is in city-county council districts 16 and 21. Both of
these are represented by Democrats. Like other CDCs, the area is in the Center
Township; the Center Township administrator coordinates with SEND and others to
accomplish tasks within the community. Also in the community is the Fire Station
#15, on Prospect Avenue.

When I began this research, there was not an umbrella organization: Fountain
Square and Fletcher Place had separate neighborhood associations. The Fletcher
Place neighborhood association was founded in 1977 to “work for preservation and
protect the integrity of area” (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 581). As the planning process
continued, the Fountain Square Neighborhood Association aligned with the Reid
Place/Dawson neighborhood association to cover the entire area. However as
differences occurred, the Reid Place/Dawson neighborhood association broke away
and established itself as the Southeast Neighborhood Organization. With the urging
of city government and assistance of Indianapolis Neighborhood Resource Center, the

Southeast Umbrella Organization (SUMO) was constructed to represent as SEND
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community umbrella organization, giving each neighborhood a representative
(Crawford et al., 1994, p. 76).

SUMO encompassed the following neighborhood associations: Historic
Fountain Square, Fletcher Place, Olde Coburn Block, Southeast Community
Organization (SECO), and Fountain Square Merchants Association (Crawford et al.,
1994, p. 76). Fountain Square Neighborhood, leery of any attempt to defuse its
power base by merging all organizations, refused to enter SUMO (Crawford et al.,
1994, p. 76). SUMO received funding for a neighborhood coordinator; however, as
of this writing the organization had not became totally functional.

This community is one of seven targeted neighborhoods. The city planning
department worked with residents to determine the strength and weaknesses in their
neighborhoods. Based on a sector map, the residents assisted the planners with
identifying vacant houses. The members of the Fountain Square Neighborhood

Association were instrumental in this process.

Community Organizations

SEND community does have the Southeast Multi-service Center that does
home energy, 7001 Net Youth Center, Salvation Army, and Fletcher Place
Community Center. These agencies address some of the recurring concerns of the
citizens of SEND community. Other social service agencies located here include
Boys and Girls Club, Inc. and Girls, Inc. These services provide limited youth
programs. Along with these programs, Fountain Square for one season developed a

youth corps, which led the successful Fountain Square Pioneers basketball team
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(Crawford et al., 1994, p. 77). A firefighters’ organization worked with this group for
a short time, but did not continue due to lack of funding and city support. With the
encouragement of city officials, Basic Life, Inc. (a religious group) worked with
SEND to provide volunteers and certain youth programs (Meeting, July 6, 1994).

The Fountain Square Merchant Association provides a brochure that lists community
merchants. Eight area schools—as well as churches such as Edwin Ray United
Methodist Church, St. Mark Lutheran Church, and Saint Patrick Catholic—provided

social services to residents.

Southeast Neighborhood Development, Inc.

Constitutional Structures and Processes

Southeast Neighborhood Development, Incorporated, was once two fledgling
development organizations (Meeting, June 14, 1994). Both FSPIC [Fountain Square
and Fletcher Place Investment, Inc.] and FSCCP [Fountain Square Church and
Community Project] operated in Fountain Square and Fletcher Place, each having
different foci. FSPIC focused on economic development and business development,
whereas FSCCP focused on housing and community social development. Formally a
part of the Lilly Endowment of Church and Community Project, FSCCP operated
under the church minister, who had established a youth training program in carpentry.
FSPIC, with the encouragement of Lilly Industries, focused on commercial
development of State Farm Building and Virginia Avenue. In 1993, these two

organizations merged to form the present organization; the merge eliminated
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duplication and restructured the organizations for optimal operation. The new
organization has maintained its working relationship with Lilly Industries and State
Farm Insurance to develop new projects and programs. It has become one of the top
community development corporations in Indianapolis.

Like other community development corporations, the organization has articles
of incorporation as required by the 1991 Indiana Nonprofit Corporation Act. SEND
has set forth six goals for its organizations: capacity building, advocacy, housing,
historic preservation, business development, and infrastructure development (Bylaws
and Newsletter). Unlike other corporations, this corporation has tried to bridge the
gap between economic and social development activities; its mission is holistic in

perspective, reflecting the merger of two distinct corporations’ perspectives.

Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The SEND Board of Directors originally consisted of 17 members; the board
was increased to 20 members during the 1994-1995 year. Five members are elected
to the executive committee, which has the responsibility to oversee the day-to-day
operations of the organizations and to evaluate the management level of the
organization. These officers are elected yearly; a president is elected at each annual
meeting.

The process of leadership in SEND is minimal. In fact, SEND has had a
difficult time selling itself to its community. Often the community complains that the
organization does not share information or keep the community informed. At

neighborhood meetings, SEND has a small role: the executive director provides
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information about upcoming events. To increase information flow, SEND has started
a newsletter, the Southeast Neighborhood Dispatch.

The board members are of two basic classes: resident directors and at-large
directors. Resident directors are defined as anyone that has resided or owned
property in the community for six months or more (SEND, n.d.). Board members
must be at least 18 years old. Most members are professionals who bring valuable
skills to the organization (Interview, October 25, 1995). SEND has a dues-paying
membership structure that is a source of funds.

Board membership is 51% community residents. A narrower definition would
mean a board of less than 51% community residents. Consequently, the board is not
socially or geographically representative of the population, except for that of the two
historic districts. Some efforts have been made to extend representation to
neighborhood associations, but the board of directors selects those representatives.

SEND’s nominating and election process is internally driven. The members
of the nominating committee select a list of names based on qualifications and prior
service. New members could be selected from other committees (Meeting,
November 17, 1994). Some select new members from groups such as merchants and
other businesses, churches, Crime Watch groups, and other social services (Interview,
January 2, 1995). After acceptance, new members are assigned to a committee, and
introduced at the annual meeting.

SEND has three main committees, with several standing committees, to
address the operations of the organization. The three committees are executive board,

nomination, and finance—the key operations of the organization. The executive
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board is the policy-making arm of the organization. The nomination committee is
responsible for selecting new board members and presenting those nominees to the
overall membership. Keeping the organization financially viable is the responsibility
of the finance committee. Although these are the primary committees, the
organization has several other standing committees: personnel, housing, church
relations, and promotion; the committee members’ work is distributed across
substantive/functional areas. Each of these committees is designed to assist the
personnel working in these specializations to conduct the business of the corporations.
Like all other CDCs, SEND has an executive committee consisting of five
officers and the executive director. Addressing pressing concerns, this committee
subdivides into ad hoc committees. During this research, the executive committee
subdivided into two strategic planning committees that address long-term plans.
Meetings are conducted on a monthly basis; a nine-person quorum is required.
Monthly meetings are conducted with the full board, with each committee presenting
its report and suggesting changes to the organization. The annual meeting presents
the accomplishments of the organization. At the annual meeting the new board
members and officers are elected. Special meetings are conducted only when called
by the board president and five other board members to discuss a pressing concern.
Like the process of communication, the process of decision making is informal. The
committees make recommendations that are considered by the larger board. If a vote

is required, the full board affirms these decisions.
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Operating Structures and Processes

Like ECI and NNDC, this organization is more bureaucratic in operation than
other organizations (Daft, 1995). One explanation may be the organization’s age:
SEND has been operating for approximately 13 years, and is one of the oldest
organizations in Indianapolis.

The economic structures are both horizontal and vertical to some degree. The
organization has an executive director, assistant director, financial resources
coordinator, youth coordinator, construction managers, and sales manager. Some of
this structure resulted from the merger of the two different organizations. To
recognize the importance of the church and community project, the assistant director
position was created and given a functional area to oversee. This position does not
exist in most community development corporations.

SEND has developed a number of programs and projects over time. Most are
centered on housing; however, some programs are designed to assist individuals.
Like all CDCs, SEND has worked on home repair and renovation. SEND’s
homeownership program includes a mentor program for new homeowners. A mentor
is matched with the homeowner to insure homeownership success. SEND has
developed projects relating to Equity VI, VII, and VIII. SEND also has a volunteer
program which assists with home repair. Its volunteers come from churches across
Indiana. In 1995, SEND instituted the Helen Fehr Award for Outstanding
Neighborhood Service.

A continuing project has been the Virginia Avenue Church, located in

Fletcher Place. This church served as the headquarters of FSPIC and presently is
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vacant. Efforts have been made to improve the building and to make it saleable by
roofing it and adding a parking lot (Meetings, November 17, 1994 & January 26,
1995).

SEND’s Youth Corps program is a pre-apprenticeship program designed to
prepare youth for the construction trade. In 1995, SEND renovated the Fountain
Block building converting it to affordable housing for the elderly. Also integrated in
this program was moving Fountain Square Public Library Branch from am interior
location.

Like other CDCs, SEND’s primary funding source is HUD’s housing
programs. The organization also receives development funds by assisting for-profit
developers with city paperwork. Overall the funding mix includes developer fees,
foundation grants, INHP, CDBG, private donations, volunteer labor, and sweat equity
(Meeting, November 4, 1993). Eli Lilly Industries and State Farm Insurance
Company also have assisted SEND (Meeting, September 22, 1994). Outside of
developer’s fees, SEND solicits donations, but other funding mechanisms are not

used.

United Northwest
Area Development Corporation (UNWADC) (Site 1)

The United Northwest Area Community
Platted in 1873, United Northwest Area Development Corporation
(UNWADC) community began as an “unincorporated area known as North

Indianapolis” (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 1368). The community is bounded by Meridian
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Street and I-65 on the east, the White River on the west, 38th Street on the north, and
16th Street on the south. Built along the Central Canal and Belt Line Railroad lines
and the Clifton Street electric railway line, this community is located in the northwest
corner of downtown Indianapolis, west of the NNDC community, south of the MLK
community, and north of the BOS CDC community. The area features Crown Hill
Cemetery, the Children’s Museum and the IMAX Theater, St. Vincent Hospital,
Riverside Park and Golf Course, and Woodstock and Coffin golf courses. Also part
of the UNWADC community is Watkins Park, noted as the home of the city’s
wealthy and influential families, and Golden Hills, a gated community and listed on
the National Register of Historic Places (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 628).

Highway system construction and white flight led to deterioration in the
UNWADC community. The middle-class, African-American population that had
lived south of 16th Street was pushed into this suburb; some later moved across the
racial divide (38th Street) into the Butler-Tarkington neighborhood, leaving the
poorer population and the elderly trapped in the UNWADC community. By 1975,
the city began to use CDBG funds to improve streets, sidewalks, curbs, and
approximately 150 houses. Despite these efforts, in the 1980s the area continued to
see deterioration and disorganization. The Indianapolis Public Schools system shut

down several schools, and the area library (the first in Indianapolis) was closed.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

Around a third of the UNWADC community is living below the poverty level,

and 43% of the population is considered dependent. In addition, 44% of the
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population does not have a high-school education, and 38% of female-headed

households are living below the poverty level.

Community Economic Structures and Processes

The UNWADC community, along with other CDC communities in
Indianapolis, has seen its economy deteriorate. Over the last 20 years, UNWADC
community has seen very little new housing construction: most housing was
constructed before 1950, and the Riverside area was the last major postwar
construction. Like other CDC communities, UNWADC has more renters than
homeowners. Light industrial facilities that house [UPUI and UPS are located in the
area; industrial plants such as Central Soya have been encroaching on the residential
community to the north.

Revitalization efforts include the Riverside Park Renovation and Riverside
Amusement Park Project, Methodist Hospital and Citizens Gas & Coke Gas Initiative,
and the Pilgrim Baptist Church and School #41 renovations are under consideration
(UNWA, 1995). Further revitalization efforts include those on Clifton Street and
28th Street, near the UNWA offices, and the Martin Luther King commercial/retail
node around 30th Street.

The unemployment rate is 16%, high when compared to that of Marion
County. In addition, a large segment of the population works in the service sector. St.
Vincent Hospital is the largest employer of community residents (Bodenhamer, 1994,
p. 1268). Although a light industrial complex is close by, only 20% of those

employed work in manufacturing.
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Community Political Structures and Processes

UNWADOC is represented by two Democratic city-county councilors, one of
whom is a high-ranking fire department personnel; the city’s liaison is the Center
Township Administrator. Its districts are 9 and 16. UNWADC is in two police
districts: North and West. Fire station #23 is located in the area.

In recent years, the UNWADC community has been included in local and
national community development programs as well as the Community Block Grant
Program, HOME, and other HUD programs community. Programs like Targeted
Neighborhood Program, Youth Fair Chance, and Enterprise Community have focused
attention on the UNWADC community.

United Northwest Area, Inc. (UNWA) is an umbrella organization formed by
concerned residents to address the deteriorating conditions in UNWADC community.
The structure of the umbrella organization is a legacy of the Community Action
program. Over time, the organization has been instrumental in the development of an
economic development arm and in the delivery of goods and services to its residents.
The umbrella organization encompasses five neighborhoods: Northwest Way,
Riverside, Northwest Planners, Crown Hill Neighbors, and Neighbors Helping
Neighbors. Concerned Neighborhood Association, headed by an area advocate,
works independently of other neighborhood associations and UNWA.

As one of the few CDC communities to exhibit a strong umbrella organization,
UNWA has had an independent and permanent base of operation. Located in an old
bank building, the organization carries out its mission and conducts its affairs in a

public arena. The Northwest Planners has a permanent place of operation in the old



library. UNWA’s board consists of community residents and local politicians, who
have close ties to the community. Unlike other CDCs, UNWA has strong ties to
party politicians, but maintains a degree of neutrality on citywide and statewide

election.

Community Organizations

Flanner House, the multi-service center located in UNWADC community,
provides basic youth and elderly services; however, a considerable number of
emergency services are provided by UNWA (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 1368). Also
located in UNWADC community is Blackburn Health Center, which provides
medical services to the indigent population (Indianapolis Recorder, March 27, 1993,
p- B6). The youth have access to the Kuntz Soccer Field and Riverside Community
Center. Other programs include the police department’s youth program, and the
after-school program at the Northwest Planners Historic Library, conducted in

conjunction with a private school in Indianapolis.

The Area Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

UNWADC formed in 1979 to address the deteriorating condition in the

community. The mission of this organization was to focus on economic development

and change in the UNWADC community (Interview, November 9, 1995).
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The organization has articles of incorporation and bylaws, although they are
not available to the public. The organization has begun rewriting these to conform to
the requirements of the state, the city of Indianapolis, and the Local Initiative Support
Corporation.

Some believe that the organization had been operating outside of its original
bylaws for some time (Interviews, November 2 & 9, 1995). Because UNWADC has
CHDO status, the organization was restructuring itself to meet HUD’s required 51%

resident participation.

Collective Participation Structures and Processes

UNWADC’s board is tied to the community both socially and geographically.
The board primarily is made up of community residents, although there is a bank
representative. Since the responsibility of the board of directors is to take direction
from the community and design projects the community needs, the board should
reflect that mandate. Over 51% of the board must be community residents to meet
requirements for CHDO status. Like other boards, the organization has a professional
member on the board.

The board of directors is a community-based board whose members represent
the five neighborhood associations. Each of the five organizations has two
representatives; UNWA, Inc., also has a representative. The board structure allows
for the geographic representation and social representation that is considered
important by some CDC theorists. I have observed that the selection of the board is

left primarily to the individual neighborhood association. Like all CDCs, the
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organization has an executive board with officers who are responsible for the day-to-
day operation of the organization. The president, with the assistance of the executive
director, conducts organization meetings. The other officers have assigned
responsibilities.

The makeup of the UNWADC board of directors and staff reflects the
predominantly African-American community. The president cof the executive
committee is an African-American woman who also is president of a neighborhood
association and a member of the parks and recreation board. One of the board
members is State Senator Glen Howard, who is not instrumental in city affairs, but
who gives the organization a voice in the state.

The present board members have served for an extended period of time, and
there has been a call for term limits of some sort to foster new membership. Even
though the selection process is in question, the organization does have a method to
elect members to the board. The chairperson presents candidates to the nominating
committee. The committee then screens their resumes and makes their
recommendations to the board, who then votes on the selection.

The committee structure includes not only the executive committee but also
nominating, personnel, and design committees. Each committee has a distinct focus.
The nominating committee is responsible for the final selection and presentation to
the board of the individuals who would serve as directors.

The voting process of the organization has been mainly one of consensus.

The members are aware of how one another vote, which has caused some pressure to
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go along with the group. It seems that some feel that a ballot vote would give them
the opportunity to express themselves.

Although this organization is a community board, many believe that the
community is not aware of its functions and responsibilities. This can be explained in
part by its limited funding and quiet status until 1995 (Meeting, February 21, 1995).
While the meetings are open to the public, for the most part, UNWADC has not held
regular meetings, and it has not held an annual meeting for some time (Interview,
November 2, 1995). Although UNWA has a newsletter, the UNWADC does not;

thus it does not have a method to tell its story.

Operating Structures and Processes

The administrative structure is a flat hierarchy, consisting of one staff person
and the structure continues the addition of new staff members. As a struggling
organization, the organization could not afford a large staff and most of the projects
are done by contractors who can fulfill the certification requirements of the city. By
bidding out the contracts, the organization serves as a general contractor with
oversight. Now, the organization has four full-time staff: the executive director, an
office manager, construction manager, and special project coordinator. The
receptionist position is half-time. The special project coordinator is a position
arranged by city of Indianapolis and LISC. Because of the fragile status of
UNWADC and the major projects that are being developed for UNWADC
community, the funding community wanted to add someone with the ability to work

with a number of organizations.
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While administratively the executive director is responsible for staff reporting,
external influences helped to establish a new position in the organization: the special
project coordinator, who has extensive housing experience with the city and the bank.
UNWADC has thus been able to move forward with some large development projects
that have the potential to change the population and spatial arrangement of the
UNWADC community. Another change is the movement of UNWADC offices.
Although it has shared office space with UNWA, Inc., UNWADC has been actively
seeking a larger space in which to do business. By moving physically away from
UNWA Inc., UNWADC might be moving operationally from the community and its
requirements, thus further fragmenting the relationship between the community and
the organization.

The present executive director and staff members are African-Americans.

The organization has provided a training ground for executive directors, allowing
them to move into city administration and consultancy in the community
development arena. Even though the CDC director is African-American, he does not
live in the community, nor does the construction manager. These individuals have
been selected based on their ability to do the jobs and on certain sensitivities of the
board of directors.

Although the organization uses contractors, to a great extent, these are not
minority contractors. Most minority contractors are small operations and cannot meet
the CDBG requirements or do not have the money to do the job and wait for
reimbursement. To bring some social representation to the process, the board of

directors adopted a minority participation rule (30% of contracts must go to minority
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contractors), which was proposed by a board member who is a state legislator
(Meeting, February 21, 1995). Although the board and administrative staff are
reflective of the community, a great deal of work and consulting is done by others
outside the community.

Presently, the organization is engaged in several projects. The biggest project,
the three-phase Riverside Amusement Project, proposes condominium construction,
single-family housing, and multi-family housing (Meeting, February 21, 1995). The
project is intended to build market-rate housing in the central and northwest corner of
the community along the White River, thus moving the low-income population either
north or into a small section east of the White River. Riverside Project is a total
renovation and revitalization project, conceived with an eye to gentrifying the
community. In addition, the community would build a police station on Clifton, in an
effort to move the drug business elsewhere.

Other projects before UNWADC are Pilgrim Baptist Church renovation and
the UNWADC renovation of School #41 into a social service complex. Another
major project which had made some progress was the Methodist Hospital, Citizen
Gas, and a UNWADC limited partnership which would lead to land acquisition,
assemblage, and reconstruction of housing. The intended result is the construction of
approximately 300 new homes for possible hospital workers (Interview, November 2,
1995). The Martin Luther King commercial/retail strip renovation is in the planning

stages (Interviews, November 2 & 9, 1995).
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Westside Community Development Corporation (WCDC) (Site 2)

The Near Westside Community

Annexed in 1897, close to downtown Indianapolis but outside of the “mile
square” and designated as an Annie E. Casey and Weed and Seed planning area
during the early 1990s, the WCDC community is located west of the BOS community
and Indiana University-Purdue University Indianapolis (IUPUI) and north of the
WIDC community (Bodenhamer 1994, pp. 663, 1306). More specifically, it is
bounded by White River Parkway on the east, Tibbs Avenue on the west, the Conrail
tracks on the south, and 16th Street on the north. Also contiguous to this community
is the White River State Park, which includes the Indianapolis Zoo. The area features
Goodwill Industries of Central Indiana, Riverpointe Apartments complex (a former
public housing complex that is now university housing), old Central State Hospital,
Green Manufacturing, and numerous brownfield sites (City of Indianapolis, 1994).
Two public housing complexes, created after the closure of Lockfield Gardens, are

located in and around the community.

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

The majority of the African-American population lives in Haughville, while
both Hawthome and Stringtown are predominantly Caucasian-American. Over one
quarter of the population lives below the poverty level. Approximately 44% of the
population is either below 18 years of age or 65 years of age or over. Only 18% of

the population has more than a high-school education, which indicates a large
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population that does not have adequate education for today’s job market. Beginning
in 1980, a number of the African-American children participated in a one-way busing
plan with Wayne Township School District. A small group of kindergarteners attend
school at Westside Charities, and students south of Michigan Street go to the IPS
schools.

25% of the households are female-headed. Of that population, 45% of the
population is living below the poverty level, which could reflect the large elderly
population. The proportion of households on fixed income is 51%. The majority of
the households on fixed income are on Social Security. Along with WIDC and MLK

CDC, WCDC has one of the lowest numbers of households on public assistance.

Community Economic Structures and Processes

What is telling about the WCDC community is that its neighborhoods,
especially Stringtown, were not considered “savable,” and thus it was seen as an area
for “future redevelopment” (Downtown Research Committee, 1980, p. 20). Situated
west of the White River and Central Business District, the WCDC community is
ideally suited for certain economic activities that were linked to railroads yards and
the foundry industry. Industries such as Link Belt, Green Manufacturing (now run by
Richard Lugar’s nephew), and other manufacturing have moved from the area,
leaving brownfields.

Presently the community has three transportation thoroughfares and
commercial nodes: Washington Avenue, Michigan Avenue, and 10th Street. All of

these zones have small shops, restaurants, and other commercial entities. On 10th
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Street, there are barber shops, a daycare center, and a family-owned grocery (which
burned down in the mid-1990s). On Michigan Avenue there is a Kroger center,
which offers a drug store, bargain store, and a bank. Washington Street has a number
of used furniture stores, a taco restaurant, and a professional medical center. A fourth
commercial node is 16th Street, which has assortment of fast-food restaurants, gas
stations, and other commercial entities. White River Parkway has a grain elevator, a
500 Liquor Store, and a pizza place.

The housing in the community is basically frame houses or cottages
surrounded by some larger homes, and 66% of the housing was developed before
1950. Only 8% of the housing stock was constructed between 1970 and 1979. There
is slightly more owner-occupied housing than renter-occupied housing. Recently,
WCDC built two $60,000 homes with a $250,000 federal grant and assistance from
National City Bank (Francis, October 27, 1994, pp. B1-B2).

WCDC has 11% unemployment, which is similar to the Marion County
unemployment rate. A large percentage of the employed population is working in the
manufacturing industry, but a sizable population works both in technical and service
occupations, which might be connected with the medical complex, university, or state

agencies.

Community Political Structures and Processes
The WCDC community is represented in the city council by two single-
member districts. A WCDC city county councilperson represents portions of

UNWADC and SEND communities, which are in city county council district 16. The
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district 17 councilor represents this community, WIDC, and the southwestern corner
of Indianapolis that is not located in a CDC community. IPD’s West District
headquarters is located in the Haughville neighborhood. Two fire stations are located
in the WCDC community. Both Hawthorne and Haughville have a station.
Hawthorne’s 55-year-old Fire Station #18 moved to a new location and a $1.1 million
construction (/ndianapolis News, December 6, 1993, p. B3). This community has ten
parks, including Belmont Park, Hawthorne Park, Bahr Park, Haughville Park (where
the Indianapolis Public Library is located), Sanders Park named after Rev. Mozell
Sanders, an Indianapolis’s social activist, and Stringtown Park.

WCDC has been represented by an umbrella organization and three distinct
neighborhood associations, a historic association, and two public housing resident
councils, although Eagle Creek Public Housing often is ignored. Westside
Cooperative Organization (WESCO), founded in 1974, is the umbrella organization.
Like other communities, WESCO was constructed through the efforts of Westside
neighborhoods and the assistance of multi-service centers.

The substructure under WESCO is Haughville Community Council,
Hawthorn Neighborhood Association, Stringtown Neighborhood Organization,
Neighbors of Historic Haughville, Concord Village and Eagle Creek Resident
Councils. All areas are given an equal number of representatives. One problem with
this organization was that one neighborhood group was not recognized: whether
historically or accidentally, Stringtown was ignored in these planning processes.

Through the efforts of the city-county councilor, the Stringtown Neighborhood
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Association came on board, restructured itself, and became a very vocal member and
provider of meeting space for WESCO.

Basically, each geographic neighborhood in the WCDC community has a
neighborhood association that serves as community advocate. The most notable is
Haughville Community Council (HCC), which serves the Haughville area. Like
WESCO, this organization meets in the Christamore House. This organization
remained a dominant group, with elderly citizens in the community meeting and
discussing the community needs. After a period of dominance, a neighborhood son
was engaged to lead the group and to take a more active role in neighborhood
decision-making. In Stringtown, the neighborhood association was nonexistent until
asked to become an active member of the planning processes.

In this neighborhood, the primary leaders of this organization have become
executive members of the organization, and at one time were instrumental in
establishing a meeting place for the organization. The third neighborhood association
is the Hawthorne Neighborhood Association (HNA), which was constructed in
response to planning processes. Originally known as the West Washington Street
Neighborhood, it eventually disbanded or naturally died, and the new organization
centered on the Hawthorne Community Center. Of all the organizations observed in
this community, this organization was possibly the strongest and most active. HNA
builds on the strength of its middle-class neighborhood status, and the community
was instrumental in the construction of Hawthorne Community Center. Neighbors
for Historic Haughville Neighborhood Association has been developed to address the

community located in Concord Village. This organization works to increase the
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value of housing within the area. Although located in the heart of Haughville, the
representation has been weak, with limited linkage between itself and Haughville
Community Council.

A fifth neighborhood association, the Concord Village Resident Council,
represents public housing. This organization operates like a neighborhood
association, but is closely linked to the public housing authority. The Eagle Creek
public housing has a struggling resident council that does not participate in WESCO.
Each of these organizations sends representatives to WESCO. The voting process is

limited to representatives.

Planning processes. During this research period, three major planning
processes were in process at one time: Annie E. Casey, Weed and Seed, and Housing
Strategy. These planning processes each address similar problems and distinctively
different issues. Annie E. Casey brings to distressed community a holistic approach
and allows community residents to the direction of services needed within their
community. A planning council is the decision-making body.

The $1.8 million Weed and Seed planning process is a four-year Department
of Justice program designed to lower the crime rate within the WCDC community
(Ehret & Haase, September 22, 1994, p. C3). The Greater Indianapolis Progress
Committee (GIPC) administered the grant. The program is designed to seed a
revitalized community after lowering crime rates. It was decided to combine the two

planning processes into one process.
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The city of Indianapolis Planning Department designed a housing strategy
plan and small area plans for the Near Westside Subareas. This plan was designed to
identify housing and other social needs and to determine which programs would
address them. In addition, the Michigan Street Revitalization led to the relocation of
Tibbs Health Clinic from Tibbs Street to Michigan Street. The Housing Strategy
planning process was headed by the community development corporation, whereas
the other planning processes were spearheaded by the city of Indianapolis Office of
the Mayor and the multiservice centers. Subsequently, a fourth planning process,

Youth Fair Chance, was instituted.

Community Organizations

Social services and youth programs are provided by Christamore House and
Hawthome Community Center. Along with these agencies, the Boys and Girls Club
has a unit in Concord Village and a center on 16th Street. Other programs for the
elderly are provided by organizations such as Interfaith, Central Indiana Council on
Aging, and Washington Street Presbyterian Church (Moran, July 19, 1992, p. C2).
To address the need of the homeless, Westside Community Development Corporation
and Goodwill Industries worked on McKinney Program to provide transitional houses,
and the Ruth Lilly Career Development Center of Goodwill provided training for
clients (Krull, October 25, 1993, p. Cl; Stokes, January 16, 1993, p. B2; Francis,
October 27, 1994, pp. B1-B2; Stokes, January 16, 1993, pp. B1-B2). The CAAP
Headstart program at Westside Charities, originally known as Westside Economic

Social Service Center, provides educational services. Medical services are provided



by Tibbs Health Center, which also serves West Indianapolis and plans to relocate on

Michigan Street alongside the Kroger retail center.

The Community Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

Restructured in 1993, WCDC is located in the Goodwill Building at the corner
of Michigan Street and White River Parkway. The organization was the result of a
merger between Partners for Housing Renewal and WCDC. Originally, Partners for
Housing Renewal was a church and community project and the WCDC was a
grassroots effort (Interview, January 20, 1993). To reduce the number of housing
non-profits there was a pressure to force the merger of the two entities (Interview,
January 20, 1993).

Like all CDCs, the organization has both articles of incorporation and bylaws.
The articles of incorporation were updated in 1993. The mission of the organization
is to stimulate the housing and commercial redevelopment of the near Westside.
Moreover, the philesophy of the organization is to develop homeownership

(Interview, January 20, 1993).

Collective Participation Structures and Processes
WCDC’s board of directors is not representative of the community: it is
overwhelmingly white and male. The board reflects a corporate bias, having

members from a construction company, trucking company, a major insurance
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corporation, and a flour company. Also on the board is a banking representative.
After getting CHDO status, the board attempted to bring itself in line with the
required 51% community representation.

In WCDC, community representation on the board has a broad definition.
While not stated, community representation means not only individuals within the
area, but also community organizations’ representatives. For example, a minister,
who might not live in the community, is considered a community representative;
therefore, geographic representation is not a criterion for this organization. None of
the neighborhood associations has direct representation on the board, although as a
result of community pressure, the WESCO president and the Hawthorne
Neighborhood Association president were added to the board. The Haughville
Neighborhood Council did not have a presence on the board.

The current board of directors has 21 members (WCDC, 1993b). Membership
is elected annually, based on selections made by the nomination committee. The
membership must have one third of its membership come from the low-income
neighborhood. Membership is stratified into three basic groups: corporate,
neighborhood, and service groups. When there is a vacancy, the board of director
fills these positions with board approval. Members may resign, or the board of
director can remove a member “with or without cause by a majority vote” (WCDC,
1993a).

Although the community is equally divided between the African-Americans
and whites, the board of directors has four African-American members (19%). 29%

of the board of directors is women—a low percentage for this community. The
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majority of the board is white males (81% male and 71% white). The Executive
Committee is 100% male; 83% of the executive committee is male. It is telling that
one African-American male was added to the board after continuing complaints by
another African-American male in the community. Previously, an elderly African-
American gentleman had been the only representation. The LISC director, an
African-American female, left the board; the new director is a white male.

The committee structure consists of executive, nominating, housing, funding,
and finance committees. Like other CDCs, the executive committee consists of
president, president elect, vice president, immediate past president secretary, and
treasurer. The group ‘“‘supervises the affairs of the corporation” (WCDC, 1993a, p. 5).
The Housing Committee is responsible for the development of a housing strategy and
creates a plan for the community and the oversight of the Tax Credit Project (Meeting,
February 18, 1993). In 1993, the finance committee, in conjunction Joel Gauthier, set
up WCDC fund accounting system and auditing system (Meeting, August 11, 1993).
Originally, the administrative staff consisted of the executive director, who “operates
the corporation and directs its personnel” (WCDC, 1993a, p. 8). Recently the staff
has included an office manager, program manager, and construction manager.

Annual meetings, once held in June, have been changed to April. Regular
meetings are not anriounced, but generally are held every two months at noon,
making it impossible for working people other than exempt employees to attend the
meetings. A quorum of one third is needed to carry out a meeting.

WCDC has made some attempt to change the representation of the

organization, however, these changes are made without community input. Generally
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the executive director has suggested to the board that these changes are necessary.
Recently the city county councilor has requested and received non-voting status on
WCDC'’s board of directors. Previously, there was no effort to solicit this
representation. Since this is a professional board, minimum training is required.
Most members have had some association with the development community or have

experience of some sort that obviates the necessity of training.

Operating Structures and Processes

Originally, WCDC was made up of two nonprofit entities; however, since the
merger, WCDC has built a small staff by merging the PWHR component with the
housing focus. The executive director deals with housing projects, while the program
manager focuses on emergency services and housing. The office manager is
responsible for the day-to-day operation of the organization. A problem discussed by
the board is the compensation package that is given to the staff, especially disability
and pension. During this research the board of directors considered these issues and
decided on a simplified employee plan that would allow the staff to receive some
benefits and build a retirement program (Meetings, December | & 7, 1994).

The staff is 100% white, and 25% female. The overall picture is that
organization is overwhelmingly white and male.

The primary decision makers are not representative of the community; this is
even less true of the staff. Although two of the staff members own properties in near
Westside, these members are not community residents. A staff member who was the

president of PWHR does have ties, but over time, these ties have weakened. After
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some controversy, there was an effort to hire a construction person from the
community.

Before the merger, only four houses had been restored in the previous seven
years (Interview, January 20, 1993). After 1993, WCDC requested and received
$300,000 for 60 units of Homeowners Assistance and Hope 3, yielding eight units of
renovation (Meeting, February 18, 1993). Coincidentally the WCDC community is
going through the planning processes, with WCDC leading the housing strategy
planning process. Also during this time, WCDC participated in Equity VI and VII
with several other CDCs. Equity VII program led to the renovation of duplexes in the
Stringtown area (Meeting, October 12, 1994).

WCDC, in partnership with Timber Park Development, made plans to
construct approximately 92 houses in what would be called Hawthorne Station.
Unfortunately, the WCDC partnership with Timber Park Development plan did not
come to fruition. The land had been offered by the city to a French company for a
sand recycling project (Meeting, October 13, 1993).

One goal of the fund committee is to increase and diversify the funding stream
to the organization. Like other organizations, WCDC gets an array of funding based
on grants and other programs in which the organization participates. At one time the
organization received over $300,000 from the city for homeowners’ assistance and
Hope 3 programs associated with HUD. The organization has received
approximately $11,000 in grants from the Indy Foundation for new office equipment.
The city, along with HUD, also allocated $94,000 for housing development (Meeting,

October 13, 1993). Two equity programs would yield some future revenue based on
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participation in those programs. WCDC participated with Goodwill in a $1.6 million
HUD program to do transition housing. In addition to these types of programs,
WCDC has developed a fundraising strategy by requesting funds or donations
through their newsletter, which at one time yielded approximately $3,000 (Meetings,

October 6 & 13, 1993).

West Indianapolis Development Corporation (WIDC) (Site 13)

The West Indianapolis Community

West Indianapolis, a blue-collar residential community and home of
stockyards and the Southern loop of the railway, is located south of the Monon
Tracks, west of Harding Road, north of Raymond Street, and east of Tibbs, on the
southwestern corner of ICBD along the White River (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 1419).
Annexed in 1897, it is part of the largest and oldest industrial district in downtown
Indianapolis (Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 1419). Located south of the WCDC community
and west of the CCDC community, WIDC community has within its boundaries Eli
Lilly Industries, Crescent Paper, National Starch Company, Rexnord Corporation,
General Motors Truck and Bus Corporation and a glass recycling center

(Bodenhamer, 1994, p. 1419).

Community Needs and Psychological Structures and Processes

41% of the population may be considered dependent (18 years of age or

younger or 65 years or older). Over 55% of this population does not have a high-
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school education. WIDC community has two neighborhood elementary schools (City
of Indianapolis, 1992, p. 9). IPS is planning to build another elementary school south
of Morris Street. Unfortunately, Washington High School, the IPS high school for
area students, has been slated for closure, which might force this group of students to
be bused further out of their community (Meeting, January 23, 1995).

Only 6% of the households in the WIDC community are female-headed and
living below the poverty level. However, 36% of the female-headed households are
living below the poverty level. Another indication of the poverty in the WIDC
community is percentage of households that are on fixed income (58%), with the
majority of those on Social Security.

Surrounded by potential brownfields, old industrial remnants, and chemical
companies, the WIDC community has environmental problems, including that of

disposal of untreated industrial waste (City of Indianapolis, 1992, p. 12).

Community Economic Structures and Processes

Known as a “rustbelt” community, WIDC community has mixed land use:
residential, commercial/retail, and industry (City of Indianapolis, 1992). Morris
Street has a few shops, Safeway Grocery Store, a drug store, and a few “mom and
pop” ice cream shops. Throughout the community are a number of locally-owned
businesses.

The largest percentage of the employed work in the manufacturing category—

that might be expected based on the community’s location.
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In the last ten years, only 220 new units of housing have been built. In the
1990s, nine houses were built by WIDC and Habitat for Humanity, but overall very
little new construction has taken place (Meeting, May 24, 1993). Perhaps the most
controversial economic change has been the reconstruction of Harding Street, or the
special commercial district plan for Harding Street and Kentucky Avenue (City of
Indianapolis, 1992, p. 37). As Lilly Industries and IDOT needed more space along
Kentucky and Harding streets, the city of Indianapolis proceeded with a land
clearance program that moved both businesses and houses out of the WIDC
community. To make this change the city used its power of eminent domain. WIDC
community residents protested, but residents who were poor were moved. Businesses
like the Shell gas station, liquor store, and Village Pantry either were cleared or

relocated after the widening of Harding Street (City of Indianapolis, 1992).

Community Political Structures and Processes

The majority of the WIDC community is in City County Council District 17,
which is represented by a Democrat; the southeast corner is represented by a
Republican. The Democratic councilperson is a high ranking official in IDOT. Part
of both Center Wayne Townships, this community is represented by both township
administrators. The Center Township administrator is more likely to address issues.
The Marion County Library has a branch on Morris Street, which provides a meeting

place for the umbrella organization.
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Community Organizations

Various organizations operate within the community. The Mary Riggs Multi-
Service Center houses a number of social programs which focuses on elderly, youth,
and emergency services. Collaborative efforts by Mary Riggs and Ivy Tech have
yielded some on-site job training (Interview, November 2, 1995). The Southwest
Heaith Center provides medical services to the poor. The Community Action of
Greater Indianapolis’s Head Start program is headquartered in the WIDC community.

WIDC community’s umbrella organization is the West Indianapolis
Neighborhood Congress (WINC), which represents the whole community. Although
there have been some efforts to organize the Little Valley, it is unclear if there are
other neighborhood associations (Westside Enterprise, October 5, 1994, p. 4).
Through funding and office facilities, WINC was once linked to Mary Riggs.
However, when funding was cut, so was the linkage, and the organization’s ability to
organize and actively participate was slowed tremendously. Membership is open to
all residents who pay dues. During this research period, the membership base of this
organization was small, and efforts to increase its membership were not productive.
The organization, like others, has an executive board with a president, vice president,
secretary, and treasurer who represent and carry out the functions of the organization.
The WINC is represented on the board of directors of Mary Riggs Center, the
Southwest Health Center, and WIDC. Although the above organizations are integral
to the community, the community development corporation addresses economic

issues.
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The Development Corporation

Constitution Structures and Processes

As of 1991, WIDC community participated in a planning process which led to
the West Indianapolis/Harding Street Neighborhood Plan. The West Indianapolis
Development Corporation (WIDC) evolved from this plan. Established in 1992, this
community development corporation has its home in a building on Belmont Street
south of Morris Street, a highly visible location. The organization rents the building
from a local businessman. WIDC was organized with the assistance of an INHP
representative, who also was instrumental in the creation of CCDC and MB CDC,
other new organizations. The organization was developed by a group of local
residents seeking access to certain funds.

The organization has the following mission: “[raising] the economic,
educational and social levels of residents; expanding economic opportunities
available to area residents; and increasing the availability of low cost housing to
residents” (WIDC, 1993b).

The WIDC board of directors consists of approximately 18 members.
Membership is open to anyone who pays $1.00 dues. Board membership has the
addition requirement of residency. Membership dues are a fund-raising activity of

the organization.
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Collective Participation Structures and Processes

The board of directors is responsible for the policy making and decision
making of the organization. One of the board members is the director of the Mary
Riggs Center, who gives input regarding the social needs of the WIDC community.
What is unique about this board of directors is that over half of the members grew up
in the WIDC community (Interview, November 2, 1995). Although membership is
open, the voting privilege is extended only to community residents. Presently, the
board does not include anyone from Eli Lilly Industries or the banking community.
The board of directors resisted the inclusion of nonresidents and businesses. One
proposed solution was an advisory board which would not have policy-making
authority but would guide the board of directors and provide WIDC with expertise
(Meeting, August 17, 1994).

Like other CDCs, the 18-member board has two classes of directors:
community resident class, and nonprofit organization class such as the multi-service
center. The board structure is subdivided into the executive directors: president, vice
president, secretary, and treasurer. This group has oversight of the daily operation of
the organization. For example, the treasurer is responsible for the organization’s
budget. Another responsibility of this position is signing checks. The board of
directors has developed a committee structure which operates along functional lines
such as personnel, community relations, and projects.

The WIDC is led by women. All of the members of the executive committee
are women. In the case of employees, the residency requirement has not been

enforced: all paid employees are nonresidents, although the HOME programmer later



moved to the community. When the question of residency was brought up by an
applicant for the executive directorship, the applicant was told that the organization
should hire the “best qualified person™ (Meeting, May 25, 1995).

The board meetings are open to the public, especially the annual meeting. At
times the CDC has offered its space to host community meetings on other issues, such
as garage burning and Crime Watch. Although the monthly board meetings are open,
the executive board meetings are closed to residents. Other meetings, such as that of
the finance committee or the selection of the executive director, are closed to the

public

Operating Structures and Processes

From 1992 to 1994, the administrative structure grew from no staff members
to three. The organization did not have a full-time executive director until 1993.
Before hiring an executive director, the organization relied on board members to
handle certain programs. During this period, board members working for the City
and Gleaners Food Bank provided valuable resources and expertise. Also, the Mary
Riggs administrator contributed knowledge about grant applications. After the
executive director was hired, other staff members were hired to focus on community
development programs and the HOME program. Volunteers provide backup
assistance. Basically, this organization has a flat hierarchy structure which provides
ease of coordination and communication.

The makeup of the board and staff reflect the socio-demographics of the

WIDC community. The majority of the community is white. The executive director



and the staff also are representative of the community. At the staff level, two women
run the organization’s programs. Although women hold a number of leadership
positions, the executive director is male. The policy-making board is controlled by
women residents, while the administrative structure is controlled by a man. Thus, the
possibility of gender conflict is tremendous.

The first goal of the mission statement is economic in nature. WIDC seeks
economic opportunities and low-cost housing. To accomplish these goals, the
organization has developed a staff of specialists. The programmer of community
development focuses on CDBG programs, and the project coordinator, on housing
programs. To ensure success the organization has hired a specialist who had worked
with the city. The person who works primarily with the HOME program is expected
to develop the skills to move a client from application to bank approval.

The major commercial node, Morris Street, has seen some renovation;
however, in is expected to be in the form of a revitalized commercial strip. The
organization planning three major projects: the Gateway project, Morris Street
redevelopment, and Belmont and Morris commercial/retail redevelopment. To study
the commercial node, WIDC commissioned an architectural firm. After the study is
presented, the board of directors will provide their input. The second stage of
development is to put together the funding packages and let out bids to contractors.
The planning of the three projects reflects future goals; however, the organization has
focused on four major programs: home repair, housing development, home ownership,

and neighborhood development.
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The mission statement indicates that a goal for the organization is social
development. WIDC has coilaborated with Mary Riggs Center on social activities.
The future plan is for the two organizations to coexist in one structure. Even though
the organization has not focused on social activities, WIDC has a priority list that
details which groups will be served. Priorities are seniors, single heads of households,
followed by everyone else (Interview, October 24, 1995). Most home repair

programs are directed toward this goal.

Journey Forward

This descriptive case-study analysis presents an insight into the 13
communities and their community development corporations. All communities have
experienced tremendous changes over the years, requiring some intervention or
organizationai structure to address these changes. The community development
corporation focuses primarily on economic development or housing development.
ECI and MFCHDC have implemented some social development activities. Overall,
all of these corporations except ECI and MFCHDC have flat structures with limited
staff and funding. Chapter Five will analyze the various types of structures and
activities, as well as the association between structures and activities and the activities

themselves.
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S. IDEOLOGIES: THE NEXUS BETWEEN
CAPITALISM AND DEMOCRACY
WITHIN SOCIAL DISORGANIZATION

This chapter provides a comparative analysis of the community development
corporations and their activities (community political development [CFD],
community economic development [CED], and community social development
[CSD]) as discussed in chapter 4. The analysis presented tries to determine whether
CDCs in Indianapolis can do both CED and CPD activities, or whether there is a
correlation between them. However, these organizations find themselves in areas of
social disorganization and need to address CSD (Massey & Denton, 1993, pp- 137-
138; Wilson, 1987). Moreover, the types of activities will show whether these
organizations are designed to implement the activities that theorists have suggested
(Berendt, 1977; Blakely, 1994; Faux, 1971; Hanssen, 1993; Koresh, 1986; Kotler,
1969; Mayer, 1984; Pierce & Steinbach, 1987, 1990; Taub, 1988; Vidal, 1992). Also,
community structures and processes are included to determine whether these
structures and processes have any influence on the organizations and their activities.
The question is: Which activities are they doing, and how well are they doing these
activities? More specifically, is it possible to design or construct an economic order
or organization that practices democratic process at the community level? The
overall hypothesis is this: Community development corporations are economic

entities that incorporate economic, political, and social development activities.
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Cross-Case Analysis: Types of Structures and Activities

Answering the questions above requires cross case analysis. Cross case
analysis will not only compare cases across an array of indices but it will show what
type of activities are done more than others and what are the deviations from the
others. By doing this analysis the research may show that some organizations are
working within their contexts to address the balance between CED, CPD, and CSD.
The analysis begins by showing the types of structures that exist. What are types of
community structures in which each CDC resides? Are there specific processes such
as election and decision making that are similar or different in each community?
Next the analysis will show what are the particular structures and processes of each
CDC, and whether these structures and processes across organizations are similar or
different. If there are differences, do these differences influence the organization’s
ability to do certain activities? After analyzing structures and processes this analysis
will examine each community development activity to show the similarities and
differences in how these organizations deal with the activities. The analysis will also
show which types of activities that these organizations are doing and which types of
activities they are not doing? By knowing types of structures, processes, and
activities, the analysis will try to determine relationships between structures and
activities. Do certain types of structures influence certain types of activities? More
specifically, do certain community structures influence certain organizational
structures? Do certain organization structures influence certain activities? In other

words, how does one explain the types of activities that these organizations perform?
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Comparative Community Structures and Processes

Before addressing the overall hypothesis, this analysis begins by addressing
the community structures and processes of the Indianapolis community development
corporations’ communities. To show similarities and differences indicators such as
location, social structure, economic structures, and political structures are measured
to determine the rank order of these organizations.

Indianapolis CDCs are located in neighborhoods that vary considerably from
one another. One way to index this variation is by their relative level of concentrated
disadvantage. Concentrated disadvantage (Sampson et al., 1997) is a summative
indicator of community needs, and is computed by adding together each
neighborhood’s percentage of households with income below the poverty line,
percentage of the population that is unemployed, percentage of households that are
female headed, and percentage of population that is African American. Data to
construct the index are from the 1990 Census of Population and Housing. Table 8
displays concentrated disadvantage for each CDC neighborhood and rank orders the

13 neighborhoods from most to least disadvantaged.
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TABLE 8. Concentrated Distress within CDC Communities

INHPCDC CNCTD DIS
CNCTD DIS RANK % AA W/0 AA RANK W/0

BOS 215 13 98 117 13
NNDC 178 12 81 97 12
MFCHDC 172 11 97 75 10
UNWADC 165 10 96 69 8
MBCDC 159 9 85 74 9
KPADC 157 8 72 85 11
WCDC 113 7 47 66 7
MLKCDC 108 6 69 39 2
RARP 89 5 35 54 5
ECI 80 4 16 64 6
SEND 57 3 6 51 4
WIDC 46 2 1 45 3
CCDC 42 I 6 36 1

Source: 1990 US Census

There are two ways to examine concentrated distress: including or excluding
the racial variable of percent African American. For this analysis, both methods are
used. Massey and Denton argue that “segregation [racially] increases the
susceptibility of neighborhoods to these spirals of decline. During periods of
economic dislocation, a rising concentration of black poverty is associated with
simultaneous concentration of other negative social and economic conditions (Massey
& Denton, 1993, p. 13).

Table 8 shows differentiation between these 13 communities. Also shown is

the wide dispersion between the communities as it relates to the concentration of
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distress across the CDC communities. Whether including or excluding the racial
variable, a higher concentration of distress is found in communities which are
predominantly African American. This concentration of distress measure confirms
theorists’ claims for an interrelationship between poverty and race (Massey &
Denton, 1993; Wilson, 1987).

Although concentrated distress is an important category of community
structure, it is not the only category. As discussed in Chapter Two and
operationalized in Chapter Three, other categories of community structure are
location, psychological attachment, economic, and political structures (Christenson &
Robinson, 1989; Hallman, 1984; Warren, 1970). Scores for each of these categories
are computed by summing across indicators for each dimension of the category
(indicator scores for each category and dimension may be found in the appendix).
Category scores for each CDC are shown in Table 9 below.* To further summarize
these scores into a single measure of community structure, I used principal
components analysis and extracted the first factor score as this single measure. As
indicated in Table 9, the eigenvalue for this factor was 2.74, and it accounted for

more than 50 percent of the shared variance.

* The categories psychological attachment and political structure are indicated with data from the 1993
Community Baseline Survey. There were insufficient respondents to that survey from the BOS
community to compute category scores for BOS. To avoid dropping BOS from subsequent analyses,
mean values for these two categories were used for BOS scores.
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TABLE 9. Comparative Community Need Structure - Indicator Scores

CNCTD

INHPCDC DIS LCIN  PSY ECO POL SCORE*  NEED
CCDC 42 0 171 130 671 -1.98 LOWEST
RARP 89 1 166 164 691 -1.06

WIDC 46 0 175 176 599 -1.05

MLK 108 1 158 144 629 -0.51

SEND 57 0 137 192 626 -0.41

ECI 80 0 142 201 612 -0.18

UNWA 165 0 150 176 612 -0.09

KPA 157 1 159 213 601 0.58

WCDC 113 1 138 176 562 0.67

MB 159 1 126 157 595 0.69

BOS 215 1 148a 185 612a 0.73

MEC 172 1 124 175 585 1.04

NN 178 1 128 213 555 1.58 HIGHEST
SCORE = Factor score from principal component analysis of five indicators -
eigenvalue = 2.74.

Higher scores indicate greater need:

CNCTD DIS — CONCENTRATED DISTRESS
LCTN — LOCATION
ECO — ECONOMIC STRUCTURES

Lower scores indicate greater need:

PSY — PSYCHOLOGICAL ATTACHMENT (a - sample mean score
for BOS)
POL — POLITICAL STRUCTURES (a - sample mean score for BOS)

Table 9 ranks the 13 CDCs from lowest to highest in terms of their
community need. The least needy community by this score is CCDC, while the most
needy community is NNDC. This is unpredictable, because CCDC did not participate
in community development activities until 1992, while NNDC community built its
community development corporation in the 1980s. Similarly, CCDC, RARP, SEND,

and WIDC communities are located in the Indianapolis Central Business District
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(ICBD) or close to it, and all of these communities are predominantly Caucasian-
American population. The majority of CDC communities do not have strong
community political structures. All have some community political organizations
such as umbrella organizations and/or neighborhood associations, however, these
community political structures are not well connected. What is interesting is the
relationship between psychological attachment and political structures. People who
have some feeling about their community may be willing to participate in the
governing structures. Also this relationship might relate to the arguments of political
efficacy, suggesting that a strong efficacious feeling leads to political participation
(Cohen & Dawson, 1993).

As with community political structures, these communities had weak
community economic structures, such as high renter occupied rate, aging housing,
and few employment opportunities. Similarly, three CDCs—CCDC, MB CDC, and
WIDC—are new and are beginning to address housing issues. Only recently have
BOS CDC and RARP begun to address housing development. BOS CDC has
primarily focus on commercial development such as Walker Theater and its office
building. On the other hand, RARP has not had steady funding and support; historic
preservation has been done by other interest such as developers, historic
preservationists, and urban pioneers. In addition, BOS CDC and NNDC communities
have high renter-occupied rates. Also, in ECI, MB CDC, SEND, and WIDC
communities, large percentages of the population works at service and manufacturing

Jobs which are low paying and limit upward mobility (Blakely, 1994; Coles, 1975;
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Malveaux, 1992; Marable, 1983). All four of these communities have aging

industrial base forcing the population to seek employment in service industry.

Comparative Community Organization Structures and Processes

Researchers argue that certain community structures may require the social
construction of an organization to address social disorganization (Blakely, 1994;
Dabhl, 1985; Denning, 1984; Pateman, 1970; Peirce & Steinbach, 1990; Robson, 1985;
Walsh, 1978). This analysis will suggest that community structure may influence the
construction of a certain types of community development corporation structures and
processes that address the challenges within its community.

Table 10 compares three categories of structures within CDC organizations.
Constitutional structures and processes include organization design and constitutional
design along with change and formalization processes. As indicated in Chapter Two,
organization design and change examines the construction of the organization such as
origin, originators, age, location, size, and change process. However, constitutional
design and formalization examines the legal requirements and mission and goals of
the organization and formalization process, which theorists indicated were essential
for the organization to operate (Daft, 1995; Hall, 1999; Himmelstein, 1993; Perrow,
1972; Mayer, 1984; Vidal, 1992). The summary scores for each category is the sum
across its dimensions and indicators for those dimensions (raw scores for the
categories, dimensions, and indicators are available from the author).

Table 10 shows that ECI and MFHDC rank strong, especially as related to

organizational constitutional structures and processes. As indicated earlier, two
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distinct eras of CDCs evolved in Indianapolis. During the first era,
housing/commercial development, BOS CDC, ECI, KPADC, MFHDC, NNDC,
SEND, UNWADC, and WCDC were all built. These CDCs were influenced by such
entities as Flanner House, Methodist Hospital, Mid North Church Council, Lockerbie
Ministerial Association, and Christamore House, which were looking for a policy
instrument that did community economic development activities. The other CDCs
were built to address the pressing affordable housing need. Very few of these
organizations owned their buildings, requiring them to lease space from other social
service agencies or for-profit entities. Two organizations, SEND and WCDC, merged
with other community development corporations in their communities, while

KPADC—after being dormant for years—reorganized in 1992.

TABLE 10. Comparative Organization Structures and Processes - Indicator Scores

INHPCDC  CONST  PARTIC OPERATE TOTAL  STRUCTURE

ECI 12 4 S 21 STRONG
MFCHDC 10 4 1 15

SEND 9 2 1 12

BOS 8 1 1 10

MBCDC 6 3 G 9

NNDC 6 l 1 8

RARP 5 2 1 8

UNWADC 6 2 0 8

WCDC 6 2 0 8

CCDC 4 3 0 7

KPADC 5 2 0 7

WIDC S 2 0 7

MLKCDC ) 0 1 6 WEAK
Higher scores indicate greater strength for each indicator.

CONST — CONSTITUTIONAL STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES
PARTIC —_ COLLECTIVE PARTICIPATION STRUCTURES AND
PROCESSES

OPERATE — OPERATING STRUCTURES AND PROCESSES
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All CDCs had five or more constitutional design structures and processes,
however, all nonprofit organizations are required to have articles of incorporation,
bylaws, missions and goals for funding purpose and legitimacy. At the time of this
research, UNAWDC was working on meeting requirements by updating their articles
of incorporation and bylaws to adjust to the new Indiana nonprofit code. Therefore
all organizations except UNANDC met the minimum requirements for operation in
Indiana and funding for 501(c)(3) tax status.

The weaknesses of these organizations are beyond constitutional structures
and processes. Rather, they lack structures and processes such as strategic planning,
policy procedure manuals, and formalization. Very few organizations have
developed strategic plans and policy and procedures manuals. More interesting, only
two organizations, ECI and MB CDC, had a process for replacing executive directors
or employees. As indicated, ECI is a developed organization; however, MB CDC had
a union representative on its board. During the challenging replacement of the
executive director in MFCHDC, the lack of a formalization process was very
revealing. At first, the board president selected a replacement. Afterward, other
board members protested, leading to a co-directorate until a replacement was chosen
by the board.

As explained in Chapter Two, CDC collective participation structures are
boards of directors and committees. The three processes are nomination/election,
communication, and leadership. Board of director structure and processes include
board of directors, membership, executive board, advisory board,

nomination/election, and leadership. Most boards have less than 17 members—with
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ECI, RARP, SEND, and WCDC having more than 20 members. The analysis shows
that the younger organizations are more likely to have resident-based boards.
Although MB CDC and UNAWDC have over 75% resident representation on their
boards, other older organizations tend to have the minimum requirement of 51%
residents (or slightly more) for CHDO status. Only BOS CDC has an advisory
committee which allows ex-officio board members and influential people of
Indianapolis an opportunity to advise the organization. These members also play a
valuable role in fund raising. All organizations use a variation of self-selection for
nomination and election to the board of directors, and the process of leadership
development is minimal as shown by the lack of recognition by community residents
of these organizations.

Committee structures and processes illustrate that the majority of the
organizations have a minimum number of committees, while ECI, KPADC, MB
CDC, MFCHDC, MLK CDC, and SEND have more than four committees. The
communication proces:; is mainly closed, and is inconvenient for most community
residents. Organizations such as BOS CDC, NNDC, RARP, SEND, and WCDC have
public meetings that are in the morning, late afternoon, or lunch, times inconvenient
for working community residents who do not have exempt-level jobs. In particular,
BOS CDC requires a person to request in writing permission io attend a board
meeting. NNDC, as mentioned in Chapter Four, has its meeting in a meeting room at
the electric company on Illinois Street. Most decision making is done by consensus
building. Very seldom is a rational decision-making model used to systematize

alternatives and chose the best alternative based on some criteria. If a rational model
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of decision making is used, it is in conjunction with the city planning department or
some other entity.

As derived in Chapter Two, the operational level of analysis has seven
dimensions: (1) differentiation, (2) executive director, (3) executive leadership, (4)
staff, (5) programs and projects, (6) resources and (7) the process of fund
development (Daft, 1995; Mayer, 1984; Vidal, 1992). ECI ranks high on the
operational level of the organization structure and processes. Most CDCs have flat
and narrow differentiation with one person responsible for the operations of the
organization. In the case of MLKCDC, the executive director performed all the tasks
associated with the organization. The executive director was once the director of the
multi-service center and decided to form the CDC. Similarly, most organizations
have three job categories: administrative service, program manager, and project
manager. The administrative services position is a collection of support staff positions
which include office management, administrative assistant, or other positions
assisting the executive and the other staff members. The program manager is another
collection of positions to handle different programs that the organization is pursuing
(CDBG, HOME, HOPE, and other programs). This position may also manage
volunteers, assist clients with loan qualification, and write grants for new programs.
This position gets closest to providing community social development. The final
position, project manager or construction manager, works with contractors to produce
housing and other development projects of bricks and mortar. Those positions that
are not within the organization are contractual relationships between individuals and

firms such as the accounting position, consultants, builders, and special contract
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managers. However, ECI, MFCHDC, and SEND had more differentiated structures.
As noted in Chapter Four, ECI has not only a president but also a chief operating
officer. SEND has a president and vice president, a structure which evolved from the
merger of two previous organizations. As discussed earlier, MFCHDC has two
people with equal responsibility in project management and program management.
Two possible explanations are that these organizations are mature enough to
differentiate hierarchically or that their directors have city administration experience.

Only three executive directors had more than eight years of experience.
Although MLKCDC’s executive director had more than eight years, he and his board
had not developed the organization’s operating structure at all. Conversely, ECI’s
executive director had moved the organization to the delivery of a variety of
activities, developed a multiple funding stream and gained national prominence.
Other organizations, BOS CDC, KPADC, MFCHDC, NNDC, SEND, UNAWDC,
and WCDC had recently hired new executive directors either because other directors
had moved to city positions or other development related organizations. RARP had
continual problems keeping an executive director, and at one time the president of the
board served as the executive director. With the exception of ECI, most CDCs have
weak operational structures.

At the operational level, the leadership process is informal: face-to-face
communication and consensus building. In the case of MLKCDC, there is not a
leadership process because there is no staff with whom to communicate. Due to its
structure building process, the communication process of ECI is somewhat formal.

The operation of the organization is handled by the operating officer, giving the
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executive director more opportunity to focus externally. All other organizations
maintain an informal leadership process.

Consistently, ECI performs in the other categories contrary to the other
community development corporations. As is evident in community development
activities described below, these organizations are not very diversified in terms of
program and project mix, and they lack diversified funding sources. Most CDCs’
mixtures of programs and projects and funding sources are tied together. With the
exception of ECI and MFHDC, these organizations have not developed their

operating structures and processes beyond a minimum level of operation.

Types of Community Economic Development Activities

This section analyzes community development corporations, in order to
determine which community economic development activities these organizations are
doing and at what levels. This section addresses a series of questions showing
patterns of accomplishment among community development corporations. These
patterns will show the similarities and dissimilarities between these organizations,
and try to assess why certain differences exist. By examining these patterns between
CDCs, evidence will show what CED activities these organizations do. The question
that will be addressed is: Do these organizations engage in community capitalism
beyond housing, as the literature has indicated, or are they agents of government and
others in addressing the low to moderate income housing shortage?

All of the Indianapolis CDCs focus principally on two CED activities: capital

accumulation/resource management [CA/RM] and housing development [HD] (see
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Table 11). There is an interconnection between these two dimensions. CA/RM is
linked to HD in that most housing development requires community development
corporations to seek land acquisition and funds from the city, banks, and/or
foundations. These funds are used to buy down the cost of the housing, making it
affordable for potential buyers. Interestingly, a small number of CDCs do business
retention activities; specifically, ECI, RARP and NNDC’s focus on providing an
outlet for advertising local businesses to community residents and acknowledging for
their location within community. Several organizations, ECI, MFCHDC, NNDC, and
RARP, focus on Business development (BD) by improving existing businesses’
capacity to operate or by developing community-controlled businesses. Recently,

MB CDC has begun ownership of a coin-operated laundromat.
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TABLE 11. Comparative Community Economic Development Activities - Indicator

Scores
INHP CA/
CDC RM HD BR CID BD JITA OD TOTAL CCED
ECI 7 9 2 0 5 7 7 37 Most
NNDC 5 8 0 3 4 6 6 30 Activity
BOS CDC 5 8 0 2 0 3 7 25
MFCHDC 6 8 0 0 2 3 6 25
WCDC 5 8 0 2 0 2 7 24
MB CDC 6 6 0 3 1 1 6 23
RARP 5 8 4 1 3 1 1 23
SEND 6 8 0 0 1 2 6 23
WIDC 5 7 1 4 0 2 4 23
KPADC 6 6 0 1 0 1 5 19
UNAWDC 5 8 0 1 0 2 3 19
CCDC 5 4 0 0 2 2 5 18 Least
MLK CDC 4 8 0 1 0 1 3 17 Activity
Higher scores indicate greater activity for each indicator.
BR — BUSINESS RETENTION
CA/RM — CAPITAL ACCUMULATION/RESOURCE MANAGEMENT
HD — HOUSING DEVELOPMENT
CID — COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT
BD — BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT
JTTA — JOB TRAINING TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE
OD — ORGANIZATION DEVELOPMENT

Types of Community Political Development Activities
The above analysis of types of CED activities demonstrates that CDCs in
Indianapolis focus on two interrelated activities: CARM and HD. The analysis below
shows what CPD activities these organizations focus on. The overall question to be
addressed here is: Do these organizations provide community democracy or
democratic activities for community residents? The analysis seeks to find out
whether these organizations, along with doing community capitalism, are

“laboratories of democracy” as some have argued (Osborne, 1990). What democratic
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opportunities do these organizations provide? Who participates in those
opportunities? Or does capitalism overshadow the democratic process?

Table 12 shows that most organizations focus on accountability activities
(ACC) to some extent, however, other CPD activities are addressed in a very limited
way. All have minimum levels in all other categories except political partnership,
which indicates that the organization must have some partnership relations to do
business. Community residents are given minimal opportunities to participate, but
what most evident are the low levels of leadership development and political
socialization. Accountability activities include indicators such as time and place of
meetings, place organization, and availability of important documents. The time and
place of meetings indicate whether residents can attend an organization’s regular
meetings. Prior to this research, most CDC meetings were closed to the public. As
stated in Chapter Four, BOS CDC requires official notification before attending its
meetings. NNDC has its meeting in the afternoon and in the electric company
basement conference room. Most CDCs provide access to important documents such
as meeting minutes and articles of incorporation and bylaws upon request. In the case
of accountability, most CDCs conduct open meetings relating to planning process
only after important decisions are made. More generally, the general public or
community residents do not participate in the planning process, unless conducted by
city officials, as was the neighborhood planning process in ECI, SEND, WCDC and

WIDC.
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TABLE 12. Comparative Community Political Development Activities - Indicator
Scores

POL- POL- POL-

INHP ACC LD PART PSHP SOC TOTAL CPD
CDC

ECI 14 3 9 4 5 35 Most
MFCHDC 12 1 4 2 2 21 Activity
WIDC 9 0 5 4 4 21

MBCDC 11 1 4 2 2 20

BOS CDC 9 2 2 4 1 18

CCDC 11 1 2 3 1 18

SEND 6 2 5 2 2 17

NNDC 6 2 4 2 2 16

MLK CDC 5 1 3 2 2 13

RARP 4 2 4 1 2 13

UNAWDC 4 1 2 5 1 13 Least
KPADC 4 1 3 3 1 12 Activity
WCDC 5 1 2 3 1 12

Higher scores indicate greater activity for each indicator.

ACC — ACCOUNTABILITY

LD — LEADERSHIP

POLPART — POLITICAL PARTICIPATION

POLPSHP — POLITICAL PARTNERSHIP

POLSOC — POLITICAL SOCIALIZATION

For these organizations, maintaining connections with their community
residents is the most difficult process. Some, such as ECI, SEND and WCDC, have
newsletters that they send out to a mailing list and upon request. Some newsletters
serve as a fundraising tool as well as a communication tool. The problem that several
CDC:s have is that these organizations, as mentioned earlier, do not include
community residents in the actual planning or decision-making processes.

ECI faced unhappy community residents over a housing project that required
a certain percentage of low-income residents. Community residents in WCDC were

amazed by WCDC'’s redevelopment project along the Michigan Street corridor.
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WCDC, itself, was amazed by a similar redevelopment plan by another group in the
City. Similarly, UNWADC community residents were in shock when an architecture
firm, along with the CDC, without their knowledge or participation, presented a plan
for community redevelopment.

Unfortunately, board training is not a continual process, unless requested by
the board of directors or a funding source. INHP was instrumental in renewed board
training for MB CDC and refocusing the members on their goals and
accomplishments. CDC executive directors and project managers receive specialized
training by LISC, IACED, and the Indiana Department of Commerce, but rarely does
that training extend to community residents or board members. In fact, community
residents, if on the board of directors, are given very little access to key information
beyond what they “need to know.”

As noted, political partnerships are mainly with city officials. It is not unusual
for city-county councilors to express a lack of knowledge of CDCs and their missions
and goals. City-county councilors attend only annual meetings. WCDC’s city-
county councilors requested ex-officio positions that they did not get. In contrast, at
its meetings, UNAWDC has its city-county councilor and state representative present.
Similarly, ECI has maintained connection to its representatives, especially its state
representative. Executive directors focused their connection to city administrators
who interact with them on a daily basis, ignoring the role that the city-county
councilors play in funding decisions. Volunteer boards of directors have left most

partnership relationships to executive directors.
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Most CDC executive directors see that political socialization activities are the
responsibility of neighborhood associations and umbrella organizations. For
example, SEND—along with INHP representatives—tried to establish an umbrella
organization, which was met with strong resistance and suspicion by neighborhood
associations. Apparently, there is continual conflict surrounding who has what
responsibility. Mostly, executive directors see their roles as developers—housing
developers.

Since some neighborhood associations have limited funds, providing services
such as newsletter printing and access to copy machines is valuable. For its part,
NNDC provides support to its neighborhood association. ECI provides office space
and equipment to NESCO, the umbrella organization; however, the ECI and NESCO
partnership fractured as ECI became the stronger organization. On occasion, WIDC
provides meeting room space and access to office equipment to WINC, the umbrella

organization.

Types of Community Social Development Activities
As shown above, these organizations engage in few types of community
political development activities. Community social development theorists argue that
these organizations need to address social disorganization within their communities
(Sullivan, 1993; Taub, 1990). Therefore, these organizations must not only address
economic and political activities, but also, within the same context, these
organizations must address social activities. Does community social development

take a back seat to both community capitalism and community democracy? Is it that
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community capitalism addresses these concerns with another approach? Does the
democratic process prevent community social welfare from being addressed?

Table 13 shows that these community development corporations do very littie
social development activity. All community development corporations have some
social service linkages either with Goodwill, Salvation Army, United Way agencies,
or welfare agencies. A few have attempted some residential services and health
services, but this is limited at best. Community social development, as mentioned in
Chapter Two, is a new responsibility or service provided by CDCs. In needy
communities, the provision of housing is not sufficient: job training, daycare, and
elderly care also are needed. Historically, CDCs in Indianapolis evolve out of multi-
service centers needing another policy instrument to address declining community
economics, especially housing and employment (Koresh, 1986). Most executive
directors see that their role as CED rather than CSD. It is not uncommon to hear
directors and board members express the need for multi-service directors to be

involved.
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TABLE 13. Comparative Community Social Development Activities - Indicator
Scores

Yr RS PHMH
INHPCDC ESVCS SvCcs SVCS SVCS SSL TOTAL CSD
RARP Most
ECI Activity
WCDC
UNAWDC
WIDC
NNDC
SEND
CCDC
MFCHDC
MLK CDC
BOS CDC
MB CDC
KPADC
Higher scores indicate greater activity.

Least
Activity

CO0COCO00O0O0O0OO~O
CO0CO0O0O0O0COO0O0OOO
CO0COCOCO~—~OOONO
Q= OO = N O m N = = N
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ESVCS — EDUCATION SERVICES

YTSVCS — YOUTH/TEEN SERVICES

RSVCS — RESIDENTIAL SERVICES

PHMHSVCS — PHYSICAL HEALTH/MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES
SSL — SOCIAL SERVICES LINKAGE

In conjunction with ECI and Goodwill Industries, WCDC provides
transitional housing for people who were participants in Goodwill Industries’
programs. Although most CDCs rely on housing counseling training by INHP,
SEND has developed its own program, integrating a mentorship program for new
homeowners. Most executive directors, as directed by their boards, leave such
programs such as education, health, and social activities to other nonprofit
organizations. Occasionally, CDCs will co-sponsor health fairs; in the case of MB
CDCs Genesis project, the organization was instrumental in getting a commitment for

a health clinic. RARP and SEND have sponsored street festivals, neighborhood
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awards ceremony, and other events; however, these organizations are not eager to add
CSD to their program list.

Primarily CSD has been done through linkages to other agencies. Multi-
service centers’ executive directors are on boards of CDCs such as Goodwill
Industries and the Bonar Center. ECI and the Bonar Center have worked together on
programs to assist the needy, sucli as a social service linkage program, giving welfare
recipients access to several agencies simultaneously. WCDC community has a Social
Service Coalition that works collaboratively on community social issues. Goodwill
Industries and WCDC has worked together; the Goodwill executive director is on the
board of WCDC. WIDC, like others, has a working relationship with its multi-
service center and has collaborated on plans to physically house both services in the
same space. CCDC and CCC work together spatially and collaboratively. As before,
CCDC began with social services agencies. Recognizing the need to connect with
United Way agencies, NNDC selected the executive director of Indianapolis United
Way agencies to sit on its board, leading to a small social service program that
eventually died from lack of interest. As indicated, CDCs and multi-service centers
are often link, however, as CDCs gain popularity with city officials and community
residents that linkage becomes fragile. At times, in these communities, multi-service

centers, see CDCs as a threat to their funding and status.

Summary of Cross-Case Analysis Scores

Table 14 presents summary scores for each Indianapolis CDC on the elements

of my structural political economy framework. These scores and the relationships
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among them will be used in the next section to test a series of hypotheses derived

from that framework.

TABLE 14. Summary Scores of Indianapolis CDCs on Indicators of Need,
Organization, and Activities

INHPCDC

CCDC
RARP
WIDC
MLKCDC
SEND
ECI
UNWADC
KPADC
WCDC
MBCDC
BOS
MFCHDC
NNDC

Need Organization CED CPD CSD
[low to high] Activity  Activity  Activity
-1.98 7 18 18 2
-1.06 8 23 13 10
-1.05 8 23 21 4
-0.51 6 17 13 2
-0.41 12 23 17 3
-0.18 21 37 35 9
-0.09 8 19 13 4
0.58 7 19 12 0
0.67 8 24 12 5
0.69 9 23 20 1
0.73 10 25 18 2
1.04 15 25 21 2
1.58 8 30 16 3

Patterns of Relationships

Having described the patterns of community and community needs in

Indianapolis, the organizational patterns of Indianapolis CDCs, and the activities in

which they engage, the remaining task is to explore the linkages of community to

organization and activity, seeking to answer the following questions:

1.

Are variations in community need related to variations in the structure
of organizations designed to address these needs?

Are variations in community needs related to variation in CDC
activities designed to address these needs?

Are variations in organizational structure related to variations in the
activities in which organizations engage?

How are the activities in which community organizations engage
related to each other?
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This exploration is guided by ten hypotheses, each derived from the Structural
Political Economy framework developed in Chapter Two. These hypotheses are
tested by computing correlation and regression coefficients among the variables
contained in each. Spearman’s rho is the non-parametric correlation employed to
reflect the ordinal nature of the data. Ordinary least squares regression coefficients
are presented also, as these may be more readily interpretable. The correlation and

regression coefficients are summarized in Table 15.



TABLE 15. Summary of Hypotheses and Results

Summary of Hypotheses

Community Needs and CDC Structure
H1: The greater a community’s needs, the more developed the
structure of the community’s CDC will be.

Community Needs and CDC Activities

H2: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the amount of
community economic development activities in which it CDC
engages.

H3: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the amount of
community political development activities in which its CDC
engages.

H4: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the amount of
community social development activities in which its CDC engages.

CDC Structure and CDC Activities

HS5: The more developed a CDCs organizational structure, the more it
engages in community economic development activities.

H6: The more developed a CDCs organizational structure, the more it
engages in community political development activities.

H7: The more developed a CDCs organizational structure, the more it
engages in community social development activities.

Relationships among CDC Activities

HS8: The extent of a CDCs community economic development
activities is positively related to the extent of its community political
development activities.

H9: The extent of a CDCs community economic development
activities is positively related to the extent of its community social
development activities.

H10: The extent of a CDCs community political development
activities is positively related to the extent of its community social
development activities.

Rho -- Spearman’s rank-order correlation coefficient
B -- OLS regression coefficient
Signif -- *p<.05 **p<.01

Rho

0.40

0.60*

0.03

-0.31

0.76**

0.65*

0.23

0.45

0.34

0.00

0.66

1.98

-0.30

-0.89

1.02%*

1.30**

0.29

0.88**

0.28

0.16
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Community Needs and CDC Structure

The first question is whether the needs of the community relate to the
organization that is constructed. The implication of this question is that different
community structures would lead to different organization structures. Organization
structure should reflect the overwhelming need of the community. For example, MB
CDC community does not have a multi-service center or proximal social services
agencies. The community residents, depending upon location, have to travel to the
Forest Manor or Citizen area. Similarly, the community residents in MFCHDC are
located in the MLKCDC multi-service area, however, the proximity is not close and
therefore the assumption would be that MFCHDC might address some social service
needs. In the WCDC community there are two multi-service centers: Christamore
House and Hawthorne Community Center, along with Goodwill’s central Indiana
headquarters. In that case the expectation would be that the need for social service
facilities would be minimal.

Hypothesis 1 states that the greater a community’s needs, the more developed
the structure of the community’s CDC will be. Table 15 shows that a community’s
needs and the structure of the community’s CDC is positively associated. To address
the community’s needs, these organizations add staff, develop programs and projects,
and engage in fundraising activities. For example, ECI has begun to add staff to work
on skills training and other CSD activities. SEND has staff to assist residents with
housing counseling and youth programs. Several CDCs—CCDC, ECI, UNWADC,
and WCDC—have construction managers to deal with day-to-day activities

pertaining to construction of affordable housing. MFCHDC has a social service
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position that assists those residents in the construction trade program. Other CDCs
use program coordinators to address a limited number of CSD activities in
conjunction with the housing program. All CDCs have an administrative assistant, or
office manager. NNDC has two positions that assist different clienteles: one
addresses the needs of community businesses, while the other assists community

residents with affordable housing.

Community Needs and CDC Activities
While community needs structure is associated with organization structure
development, the second question seeks to ascertain whether community needs are
associated with CDCs’ activities. Three hypotheses below try to ascertain whether
needs and activities are related:
H2: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community economic development activities in which its CDC

engages.

H3: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community political development activities in which its CDC engages.

H4: The greater a community’s needs, the greater the number of
community social development activities in which its CDC engages.
The association between community needs and CPD and CSD activities are
negative, which corroborates resident perceptions of a lack of activities that engage
them in the process. In particular, the CPD activity of leadership development
indicates that these organizations are doing a limited job. The findings also

corroborate the perception of a lack of activities to address needs other than that of

housing.
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Also, according to anecdotal accounts, community residents do not trust that
the organization is there to work for them. As related in Chapter Four, several
community residents confronted ECI and WCDC at board meetings with complains
that they did not think that these organizations were addressing their needs. A
possible explanation of the negative association between needs and CPD is the
composition of the membership of the board of directors. 51% resident presence is
the minimum requirement on these boards, and that membership is defined in the
broad sense of live, work, play, and pray; actual community residents’ voices are
diluted and possibly unheard. Only if community residents make up a large
percentage and are represented geographically and socially, as outlined in Greenstone
and Peterson’s model, does the possibility exist of steering the organization toward
commurity needs.

Another explanation is that organizationai members may come to these
organizations with personal agendas. In Ostrom’s [AD framework, personal motives
are examined to determine if self-interested behavior might drive an organization’s
output. For example, MLK CDC:s director, who was with MLKMSC, decided that he
wanted an instrument to carry out decisions that he and some others thought were
advantage to the community, so they constructed an organization to fulfill those
personal needs. Unlike the new institutional analysis framework, which assumes
organization design will constraint individual behavior, this example would suggest
on occasion that individual behavior may displace an organization’s goals.

The finding of 1.98 in Table 15 indicates that there is a substantial positive

association between community needs and an organization’s CED activities. CDCs
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in Indianapolis focus primarily on housing needs; the association corroborates this
fact. In other words, by focusing on housing, CDCs are addressing a significant

problem.

CDC Structure and CDC Activities
If community needs and community development activities, except CED, are
negatively associated, then the question is whether organization structure and
activities are associated. This question is addressed by the following hypotheses:

HS: The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the more the
CDC engages in community economic development activities.

H6: The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the more the
CDC engages in community political development activities.

H7: The more developed a CDC organizational structure is, the more the
CDC engages in community social development activities.

The expectation is that a developed organization would do more activities. So
far, there is a positive association between CDCs organizational structure and
community economic development activities. Most CDCs in Indianapolis evolved
having two different foci. CDCs such as BOSCDC, CCDC, KPADC, MILKCDC,
NNDC, SEND, WCDC, and WIDC have focused primarily on housing development.
Even though ECI, MB CDC, MFCHDC, RARP, and UNAWDC may recognize that
social issues need addressing, these organizations have to acknowledge their funding
sources, which have limited their focus to housing development. Funding sources

such as the city, banks, and some foundations are more focused on brick and mortar,
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and quick production. For these sources, the building of a house is easier to see than
the building of a person.

Table 15 also shows positive association between organization structure and
CPD activity. The association can be explained in part by the HUD requirement of
51% resident participation on boards of directors. Partnership relationships develop
between city officials and CDC employees. The city residential services division
works with construction and project managers to ensure structures are built according
to code; some CDCs provide community organizations with meeting and/or office
space, and staff support. Another factor explaining this association is Indiana’s
requirement of articles of incorporation and bylaws to be on file before these
organizations may operate. As CDCs develop, they include more varied populations
on their boards, have open and annual meetings, and bring residents into the process.

In recent years, ECI and MFCHDC, more developed organizations, have
begun to address social needs, recognizing that community development is more than
renovating a structure. ECI, MFCHDC, and SEND have developed job training
programs, and MFCHDC, with the assistance of Lutheran Social Services, has hired a
social worker to assist trainees with their personal needs. For its part, ECI has begun
constructing innovative programs to implement Sherradan’s assets for the poor
program (Sherradan, 1992). Young CDCs—CCDC, MBCDC, and WIDC—may not
have had time to institutionalize certain organizational operating processes. These
organizations may not have the opportunity to address a broad array of activities,
although the MB CDC community, the most needy community, had begun to use the

CDC to bring social services to the area with the development of Genesis Project.
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Overall, one can infer a lack of equality between the economic order and community

political development activity; however, inference is not a causal relationship.

Relationships among CDC Activities

Although organization structure and community economic development
activities show positive association, the question is, is there any other possible
association that is positive? In other word, is it possible that the relationships are
among the activities themselves. To answer the fourth question, the following
hypotheses were tested:

H8: The extent of a CDC’s community economic development activity is
positively related to the extent of its community political development
activity.

H9: The extent of a CDC’s community economic development activity is
positively related to the extent of its community social development
activity.

H10: The extent of a CDC’s community political development activity is
positively related to the extent of its community social development
activity.

Hypothesis 8 suggests positive association between CED and CPD activities
and between CED and CSD activities. These findings might indicate that some CDCs
are realizing that there is an interrelationship between these activities and that they
have to be addressed in concert.

An explanation for this association is that in order to do some CED activities
an organization has to engage in CPD activities. Executive directors seek “advise and

consent” from their boards of directors. Programs and projects require also some
p

partnership relationship with city officials who supply resources and technical
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support. For example, when these organizations do housing development, CDBG,
HOME, and HOPE (Homeownership and Opportunity for People Everywhere)
funding comes through the city requiring recommendations by both city’s
Development and Finance committees and subsequent approved by city-county
council.

Housing development activities are associated with community social
development activities assisting community residents with affordable housing or
transitional housing. In both ECI and WCDC, transitional housing gives homeless
and low-income population opportunities to move from survival to security. ECI has
pioneered funding programs that assist low-income residents in obtaining a down
payment for a home. Occasionally, CSD activities such as festivals, dinners, and
support of health services have twofold purposes. The first, of course, is to assist
community residents in maintaining healthy bodies, and the second is to promote
programs supported by CDCs. All CDCs provide some type of homeowners’
assistance through federal government housing programs such as senior housing,
homer repair and renovation.

Job training programs, which are both CED and CSD activities, lead to
improving skills of recipients. In addition to improving skills, job training provides
economic mobility. SEND’s carpenter programs and MFCHDC’s skills training
programs are examples of programs improving skills while improving community
housing.

Unfortunately, there is little association between CPD and CSD activities.

This may be due to the unwillingness or unknowingness that CDCs can do CSD. As
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Koresh’s model indicated, in Indianapolis, communities see separate activities, not
necessarily inter-correlation. With small percentages of community residents on
boards of directors, another reason may be that the emphasis is not placed on
addressing social needs relative to certain economic needs. It might be that these
organizations are designed for community economic activities, and community
political development activities are of no consequence to the designers or
membership. Anecdotal evidence suggests that board members and executive
directors do not see their roles as activists, but see that activism role left to umbreila

organizations or neighborhood associations.

Conclusion

The above findings show only one strong relationship with significance. The
tie between community organization structure and community economic development
activities may suggest that these are organizations that are designed for one thing, and
they have not adjusted to other realities. These organizations were not the product of
the neighborhood activism era, and therefore the originators did not focus on—or did
not necessarily see these organizations as instruments of—community political
development, although there is some association between structure and CPD activity.
Other findings may suggest that other factors may be unaccountable at the community
level of analysis.

The above analysis suggests that the framework might not provide all possible
explanations for the action of Indianapolis’s community development corporations.

This analysis may suggest that the community level is an inappropriate level at which
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to study these organizations. I will offer other possible explanations, discuss
implications of using new institutional analysis framework for organizations such as
these, suggest directions for future research and policy recommendations related to

community development corporations in Indianapolis. Let’s journey to the end.
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6. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

Community development corporations have been touted as the policy
instrument to address both community politics and economic factors in socially
disorganized communities. This study analyzes the possibility of constructing a
community organization that has conflicting values underpinning it. Particularly, this
study examines 13 community development corporations in Indianapolis. Using
comparative case analysis and correlation analysis, the dissertation analyzes the

relationship between community structures and community development activities.

The Development of a Conceptual Framework

The Structural Political Economy Framework

To accomplish this analysis, I began by constructing a framework that
incorporated two structures and three community development activities. This
framework included that analysis of community structure, community development
corporation, and community development activities. First, as a broader political
economy approach, the study recognizes social constraints such as race, class, and
gender that affect the ability of community organizations to address social issues.
Second, this framework assumes that a political economy framework is a public
policy framework, because it permits a multi-disciplinary approach, giving
researchers the ability to use different theories to explain a social phenomenon.

Studying organizations such as community development corporations requires the use
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of political science theories of community control, economic development theories of
development, and sociological theories of social structures. Third, the political
economy approach has been accepted in urban research. Urban researchers have used
political economy to study local politics and its relationship to economic interests.
Often, urban political economists argue that economic interests tend to affect the
spatial arrangement of race and class. Therefore, urban political economists accept
that social structures have an effect on policymaking in the urban context. For the
most part, however, urban political economists focus on local economy at the macro-
level of analysis, ignoring micro-level constructs. While comxﬁunity residents are
affected by macro-ievel decisions, the analysis of decisions made at the micro-level is
often focused on community residents taking control of their community. Taking
control is important, but do residents have the ability to affect changing conditions
within their community? In other words, does taking control and building institutions
translate into more houses, better jobs, and more efficacious community residents?
This dissertation began with a discussion of community models to construct
the structural community political economy framework. First, community theories
suggest that community has social, political, and economic structures and processes.
These structures and processes include spatial arrangements, population,
psychological attachment, and political and economic structures. Spatial
arrangement, as discussed in Chapter Two, deals with the location of a sub-area, i.e.,
whether it is close the central business district, whereas population is the description
of the people living in that space. Psychological attachment demonstrates that people

have some sense of place: they are attached to their community either by friends or
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relatives. Political structures are institutions and institutional arrangements that
address politics or community control, but also government institutions and local
based interest groups, such as neighborhood associations and umbrella organizations.
Economic structures relates to commercial and industrial complexes, retail stores that
provide economic goods and services, and also employment opportunities. More
importantly, economic structures include housing for community residents.

Second, community theorists suggest that community institutions are
constructed to address specific needs. Koresh suggests that the urban political
economy Is a segmented economy, addressing different needs with different
institutions. Community development corporations are institutions that generally
address economic needs such as housing and employment. Regrettably, theorists in
community development corporation research do not provide a sufficient framework
to study these organizations. Using different approaches, these theorists indicate
important factors for analysis, but a clearly defined framework does not emerge from
the literature.

This study suggests that the new institutional analysis framework is a
framework that provides a clearly defined multi-level approach, recognizing the role
of external constraints on organizations used in public policy. In particular, Ostrom
and Mintzberg provide models that include important levels of analysis for
organization research. By using community development corporations within a new
institutional framework, ihe study opens the discussion of the design of these
organizations and the intent of a particular design. Individual components are studied

in order to determine whether the organization has been built sufficiently to address
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the social phenomena for which it was constructed. New institutional analysis
provides a framework that unlocks the embedding of organizations. For CDC
researchers, the unlocking of the component parts provides a chance to focus inside
and outside the organization and ask some probing questions about purpose and
method.

Third, this research studies the community development activities that CDCs
engage in to assist community residents. Activities such as business retention, capital
accumulation and resource management, commercial and industrial development,
business development, job training, and technical assistance provide the community
with resources and business—allowing them to remain viable spaces—while housing
development gives community members places to live. Also included in community
economic development activities is organization development. The building of a
strong institution is necessary to accomplish the above activities. Community
political development activities are activities that encourage community residents to
participate in the governing of their community. However, once established,
community development corporations need to address accountability issues such as
open meetings, open public records, and listening to their constituents. Additionally,
comrmunity development corporations need to continue to build leaders, make
connections that are beneficial to the community, and educate community residents
about political processes. CDCs have to develop holistic approaches to community
development. Developing housing is not sufficient to improve the community.
CDCs have to step into the void left by others and assist residents in their homes, with

continuing education, with medical problems, and with entertainment needs.
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Community social development activities such as youth and teen services, residential
services, and health services are essential for the continued survival of these
communities. At the very least, community social development activity should
provide social service linkages or connections. Linkages to other services connect
citizens who have needs beyond housing to necessary social service providers.
Therefore, a unified structural community political economy framework incorporates

various levels of analysis, various social structures, and various theories.

Research Findings and Recommendations

This study, using comparative case study and correlation analysis, finds that
most CDCs in Indianapolis address a limited array of activities. These activities
include housing development and capital accumulation, which are interrelated. Some
organizations are addressing community political development activities; however,
these are correlated with community economic activities. This study demonstrates
that there is positive correlation between organization structure and community
economic development activities. As Koresh suggested, in a segmented political
economy, the organization reflects the intent of its originators.

Unfortunately this study shows that community political development is kept
to a minimum, leaving community residents with a limited voice in the design and
development of the organization, and more importantly, a limited voice in the design
and development of the community. This study shows that most of the designers of
these organizations were not community residents, and only as a result of external

requirements do these organizations include 51% community residents.
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This study also shows that the operating structures have limited these
organizations’ ability to operate. Constructing flat and narrow structures, an
approach advocated by some nonprofit theorists, limits the ability of these
organizations to build capacity and forces these organizations to rely on external
sources, such as specialists in program areas, contractors, and consultants. For
example, BOS CDC, MB CDC, and other CDCs rely on accountants to assist in
bookkeeping and financial affairs. All CDC organizations rely on consultants to
advise them in developing strategic plans or other formal processes. Even the in the
case of CED activity, housing development—which is the primary focus of these
organizations—the construction is done by outside developers.

The low differentiation and low program and project mixtures is a reflection
of the low mixture of funding sources. As mentioned by Vidal, CDCs need a mixture
of six or more funding sources. Indianapolis’s CDCs tend to limit their funding
mixture to federal government housing programs, Lilly Foundation grants such as
LISC, and banks, which generally extend only a line of credit. Without a strong
funding base, these organizations find themselves in a resource-dependent role. In
other words, this study confirms that CDCs have limited ability to address community
social disorganization.

As a set of organizations, I believe that although they are doing some housing
development, these organizations may need to adjust their operations to continue to
survive and grow. The following recommendations are intended as suggestions:

1) increase community representation on boards of directors;
2) develop strategies to increase openness of the organization;

3) develop strategies to address both social and geographic
representation;
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4) develop an advisory board of directors to address substantive
representation;

5) develop formal structures such as policies and procedures manual,
succession plan, and strategic plans;

6) make long-term or strategic plans to insure survival and growth;

7) provide technical training dealing with programs and projects to
community residents; and

8) develop a strategy to increase independence from funding
community.

Overall, these recommendations are designed to increase the role of
community residents in all processes, to assist in the building of capacity, and to
formalize the organization structures to address change.

Using a structural community political economy framework assists in
unlocking the nested relationships within organizations and communities. The
structural political economy framework needs to be further fleshed out to examine
individual actions and network situations. Discussions on the rules and the types of
rules need further examination to understand how they define their relationships. Not
simply describing the flat and narrow structure, but also suggesting alternative
structures that might enhance the quality of the presence structure is important. More
examination of processes is necessary to understand not only these processes, but also
changes in these processes. A structural community political economy framework
must include discussion of the local political economy and global political economy.
Processes outside the community level of analysis may affect the processes within the
community level of analysis. Structural community political economy addresses a
level of analysis that is often ignored, but the framework needs to incorporate other

levels of analysis.
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Public Policy Recommendations

The policy recommendations that follow are designed to assist policy-makers

in designing public policy that affects community residents. These suggestions are:

1. To insure community residents’ participation, the level of community
representation must be above 51%;

2. Monitoring mechanisms are needed to insure accountability;

If these organizations are instruments of public policy, policy makers
need to develop a continual funding stream to the community-based
organization’s operation; and

4. If these are substitutes for public housing agencies, then public policy
makers should acknowledge this purpose and rename them housing
development agencies, to reflect that public policy direction.

Conclusion

The study of community development corporations presents an opportunity to
study the affects of community-based organizations. First, by using comparative
methods, and by studying CDCS at the community level, research will be able to
determine if different local political economies make a difference. Second, analysis
at the community level will provide additional understanding of spatial segregation
and spatial decision making. Third, continuing to use a SCPE framework will
provide a chance to develop and refine a set of factors used to test hypotheses across
several cases. Finally, studying community-based organizations such as community
development corporations may assist policymakers in developing public policies that

address community residents.
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TABLE 16. Names of Interviewees

BOS CDC
Dorothy Jones
Josephine Rogers
Shelia Rivers

Concord Community Development Corporation
Doris Sparks
Holly Crane

Eastside Community Investments
Dennis West
Ambrose Smith

King Park Area Development Corporation
Nick Strum

Dorothy Burse

Rutha Powell

Mapleton Fall Creek Housing Development Corporation
Catherine Fox-Cunningham

Al Polin

Janice Purchase

Martindale-Brightwood Community Development Corporation
Robert Hawthorne

Larry Lindley

Nicole Kearney

Juanita Smith

Martin Luther King Community Development Corporation
Rev. Charles Montgomery
Nicole Kearney

Near North Development Corporation
Eileen. Laughlin

Marcia Mackey

Hilda LaLand

Riley Area Revitalization Program
Bob Glenn

Jay Alig

Rev. Grady
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Southeast Neighborhood Development
Carolyn Hooks

Mary Kunz

Bill Taft

United Northwest Area Neighborhood Development Corporation

Carl Lile

Sue Shivey
Claude Street
Steve Torain

Westside Community Development Corporation
Mark Stokes

Olgen Williams

Jeff Golc

Maggie Brent

West Indianapolis Development Corporation
Jeff Gearhart

D. Gaither

Jeff Golc

Rehab Resources, Inc.
Kamau Jyuwanza

Local Initiative Support Corporation
Lisa Archey

Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership
Jon Edmonds

City of Indianapolis
Sherry Kohlmeyer
David DeMarzio

Others
Phil Tom
Tom Binford
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TABLE 17. Households Surveyed

INHP Neighborhood Number of Households
BOS 1
Concord 55
ECO 147
Forest Manor 54
King Park 72
Martindale-Brightwood 143
Mapleton-Fall Creek 72
MLK 75
Near North 26
RARP 50
SEND 152
UNWA 131
WCDC 172
West Indianapolis 68
All INHP Neighborhoods 1218
Remainder of Marion County 2619

Source: Parks, R. B. (1994). Perceived quality of life in the neighborhoods of the
Indianapolis Neighborhood Housing Partnership (p. 2). Indianapolis:
Center for Urban Policy and the Environment.
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Census Data

TABLE 18. CDC Communities’ Sociodemographic Characteristics

Race Poverty Age
Population Pop Pop Pop
Toop AAPop Wpop Pop BPvty <=18 44 >=65
Marion 797159 168899 61582 94131(11) 263400 28075392807
County 2D 5(77) (26) (35) (12)
Washington 133969 33560 98342 9707(7) 30535 48153 18954
(25 (73) (23) (36) (14
Wavne 125709 16749 10702 13822(11) 32897 44460 14317
(12) 9(85) (26) (35) (1
Center 182140 74369 10544 46888(26) 52873 56907 23482
(41) 2(58) (29) (31) (13)
BOS CDC 346 340(98) 6(2) 211(61)  92(27) 65(19) 125(36)
CCDC 17902 1086(6) 16523 2695(15) 472226) 5406 2606
(92) (30) (16)
ECI 23952 4030 19348 7199(30), 7942 7839  2004(8)
(17N (&M (33 (33)
KPADC 7331 5042 2012 2793 (38) 1980 2591 1000
(69) (28) 27N (35) (14)
MB CDC 8999 8713 240 3123(35) 2680 2336 1125
(97) 3) (30) (26) (13)
MFCHDC 8778 7063 1186 2716 (31) 2967 2686 852(10)
(81 (14 (34) (31)
MLK CDC 14280 9790 4087 2002 (14) 3821 4998 1910
(69) (29) 2N (35 (13)
NNDC 4627 3785 817 2077 (45 793(17) 1371 1246
(82) (18) (30) 27N
RARP 4499 1567 2875 1397°(31) 218(5) 1424 955(21)
(35 (64) (32)
SEND 23129 1535(7) 21325 5708 (25) 6773 7727 2431
(92) (29) (33) (1D
UNWADC 17987 17076 755 5177 (29 5114 4814 2933
(95) (4) (28) 27N (16)
WCDC 14905 7115 7511 4216(28) 4847 4687 1623
(48) (50 (33) (32) (1D
WIDC 10415 144(D) 9336 2126(20) 3128 2953 1155
(90) (30) (28) (1D
INHP 157150 67286 86021 41440(26) 45077 48897 19965
(43) (55) (28) 31y (13

Source: 1990 US Census.
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TABLE 19. CDC Communities’ Educational Characteristics

Marion County
Washington
Wayne
Center

BOS CDC
CCDC

ECI
KPADC
MB CDC
MFCHDC
MLK CDC
NNDC
RARP
SEND
UNWADC
WCDC
WIDC
INHP CDC

Source: 1990 US Census

TABLE 20. CDC Communities’ Household Characteristics

Households HsZItzll ds
Marion County 319821
Washington 58045
Wane 51147
Center 70341
BOS CDC 228
CCDC 7455
ECI 10200
KPADC 4330
MB CDC 3868
MFCHDC 3795
MLK CDC 6566
NNDC 2666
RARP 4013
SEND 9513
UNWADC 8543
WCDC 6027
WIDC 4298
INHP CDC 71502

Source: 1990 US Census

EdPop <HS HS >HS
511309 118600 (23) 158958 (31) 233751 (46)
91513 9639 (11) 18932 (21) 62942 (69)
79908 20747(26) 29098(36) 30063(38)
112466 48030 (43) 35036 (32) 29400 (26)
228 140(61) 57(25) 31(14)
10685 4166 (39) 4047 (38) 2472 (23)
13608 5944 (44) 4278 (31) 3386 (25)
4609 1995 (43) 907(20) 1707 (37)
5131 2380 (46) 1467 (29) 1284 (25)
4936 1595 (32) 1427 (29) 1914 (39)
9096 2251 (25) 2385 (26) 4460 (49)
3133 1607 (51) 624(20) 902(29)
3796 1290 (34) 696(18) 1810 (48)
13803 7178 (52) 4480 (32) 2145 (16)
11368 4979 (44) 3344 (29) 3045 (27)
8871 4332 (49) 2918 (33) 1621 (18)
6171 3389 (55) 1997 (32) 785(13)
95435 41246 (43) 28627 (30) 25562 (27)
FH FH Fixed Inc  Pblc Retrmnt
FH Hsehlds BPvt Soc Sec Asst
42874 (13) 12239(4) 77619 (24) 18625(6) 49542 (16)
5919 (10) 1157(2)
6490 (13) 1618(3) 12078 (24) 2480(5) 8219 (16)
14571 (21) 9) 21502 (31) 9194 (13) 11281 (16)
53(23) 34(15) 131(58) 48(21) 38(17)
911(12) 320(4) 2094 (28) 519(7) 1219 (16)
1870 (18) 906(9) 2225 (22) 1451 (14)  863(9)
752(17)  521(12) 1014 (23) 618(14) 441(10)
961(25) 486(13) 1113 (29) 607(16) 577(15)
1067 (28) 247(7) 728(19) 489(13) 443(12)
1033 (16) 501(8) 1640 (25) 404(6) 1145 (17)
374(14) 231(9) 817(31) 439(16) 292(11)
144(4) 71(2) 1029 (25) 454(11) 336{13)
1303 (14) 563(6) 2504 (26) 927(10) 1264 (13)
2114 (25) 794(9) 2659 (31) 1098 (13) 1359 (16)
1318 (22) 592(10) 1480 (25) 735(12) 836(14)
616(14) 222(5) 1182 (28) 374(9) 579(14)
12516 (18) 5488(8) 18616 (26) 8163 (11) 9392 (13)
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TABLE 21. CDC Communities’ Housing Characteristics

Rank Housing

Community Order Thse Units Toccpd Vacancy Ooccpd Roccpd
Marion County

Washington

Wane

Center

BOS CDC 228 179(79) 49(22) 22(12) 157(88)
CCDC 7455 6842 (92) 613(8) 3603 (53) 2948 (43)
ECI 10200 8601 (84) 1599 (16) 3267 (38) 4928 (57)
KPADC 4330 3235(74) 1095 (25) 699(22) 2413 (75)
MB CDC 3868 3100 (80) 718(19) 1780 (57) 1292 (42)
MFCHDC 3795 3118 (82) 677(17) 1059 (34) 1625 (52)
MLK CDC 6566 5926 (90) 640(10) 2727 (46) 2882 (47)
NNDC 2666 2217 (83) 449(17) 288(13) 1912 (86)
RARP 4013 3125 (77) 889(22) 605(15) 2720 (68)
SEND 9513 8073 (85) 1440 (15) 4255(52) 3553 (44)
UNWADC 8543 7151 (84) 1392 (16) 2862 (40) 3887 (54)
WCDC 6027 5140 (85) 887(15) 2549 (50) 2453 (48)
WIDC 4298 3816 (89) 482(11) 2015 (53) 1581 (@4])
INHP CDC 71502 60523 10930 25731 32351

Source: 1990 US Census

284



TABLE 22. CDC Communities’ Age of Housing

Age of

Housing
BOS CDC
CCDC
ECI
KPADC
MB CDC
MFCHDC
MLK CDC
NNDC
RARP
SEND
UNWADC
WCDC

WIDC

INHP

Thse before

Units
228

7455

10200

4330

3868

3795

6566

2666

4013

9513

8543

6027

4298

71502

1939
56(25)

2985
(40)
6812
(67)
3029
(70)
1288
(33)
2217
(58)
2225
(34)
1581
(60)
1705
(43)
6335
(67)
4302
(50)
3014
(50)
2430
(57)
37979
(53)

Source: 1990 US Census

1940-
1949
21(9)

1161
(16)
1382
(14)
386
)
571
(15)
831
(22)
1126
(17)
568
(21)
232
(6)
1638
(17)
1502
(18)
959
(16)
868
(20)
11245
(16)

1950- 1960-
1959 1969
10(4) 0(0)
1075 1214
(14)  (16)
960 4261
(10) (4
255 247
6) (6
717 808
(19)  (21)
355 260
© @
1263 1194
(19)  (18)
142 144
¢y O
442 872
(1)  (22)
940 424
(10)  (5)
1298 966
(15)  (11)
860 729
(14 (12)
501 269
(12)  (6)
8818 7553
(12) (1

1970-
1979
4(2)

508
@)
250
A3)
258
(6)
148
4)
123
3)
557
(19)
67(3)

276
()
109
(1)
169
(2)
401
17)
158
4)
3028

4)

1980-
1984
109
(49)
177
()

65(1)
66(2)
113
3)

0

134
)
61(2)
297
)

0
53(1)
34(1)
28(1)

1137
(2)

1985-

1988

28

(12)
317(4)

84(1)
89(2)

110

3)
9(0)

72(1)

103

)
131

3)
46(0)

183
(12)
0
34(1)

1206
(2)

1989-
3/1990
0
18(0)
221
(2)
0(0)
113
3)
0
0
0
57(1)
21(0)
70(1)
30(0)
0

530
(1)
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TABLE 23. CDC Communities’ Employment Characteristics

Employ-
ment
Community TPop

BOS CDC 346
CCDC 17902
ECI 23952
KPADC 7331
MB CDC 8999
MFCHDC 8778
MLK CDC 14280
NNDC 4627
RARP 4499
SEND 23129
UNWADC 17987
WCDC 14905
WIDC 10415

INHP CDC 157150

Clb
Frce

70
8668

10732
3467
3845
4155
7568
1788
2655
9694
7952
6245
4610

71449
(46)

Source: 1990 US Census

Un-

Emplyd empld

63(90)
8027
(93)
9557
(89)
3053
(88)
3265
(85)
3686
(89)
6983
(92)
1473
(82)
2392
(90)
8587
(89)
6697
(84)
5479
(88)
4117
(39)
63379
(89)

7(10)
641(7)

1175
(11)
414(12)
580(15)
469(11)
585(8)
315(18)
263(10)
1107

(11)
1255

(16)
766(12)
493(11)

8070
(11)

Mana-
gerial

13(21)

1378

(17)
1234

(13)
878(29)
333(10)
866(23)
1862
(27)
290(18)
953(40)
845(10)
894(13)
574(11)
381(9)

10501
(15)

Tech

19(30)
2416
(30)
2489
(26)
847(28)

873(27)

1055
(29)
2369
(34)
393(25)

706(30)

2086
(24)
2103
(31)
1435
(26)
1003
(24)
17794
(25)

Service

18(29)
1441
(18)
2141
(22)
769
(25)
1009
31)
1013
(28)
1285
(18)
453
(29)
351
(15)
1632
(19)
2256
34)
1374
(25)
766
(19)
14498
(20)

Manufac
~turing

13(21)
2792
(35)
3693
(39)
559(18)

1050
(32)
752(20)

1467

(21)
337(21)

382(16)

4024
(47)
1444
(22)
2096
(38)
1967
(48)
20576
(29)
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TABLE 24. Indianapolis Community Baseline Survey: Socio-Psycho/Demographics

BOS CDC
CCDC
ECI
KPADC
MB CDC
MFCHDC
MLK CDC
NNDC
RARP
SEND
UNWADC
WCDC
WIDC
INBP CDC

TABLE 25. Indianapolis Community Baseline Survey: Concept of Neighborhood

BOS CDC
CCDC
ECI
KPADC
MB CDC
MFCHDC
MLK CDC
NNDC
RARP
SEND
UNWADC
WCDC
WIDC
INHP CDC

Rank
Order

Rank
Order

Your neighborhood is one of the best:

Total

1
72
126
36
50
43
56
16
27
102
91
64
50
734

Total

1
73
125
35
49
43
56
16
27
100
90
62
49
726

strongly
agree

1(100)
13(18)
5(4)
3(8)
22)
2(5)
7(13)
1(6)
6(22)
5(5)
9(10)
3(5)
6(12)
63(9)

Your
Own
Block
0
26(36)
32(26)
5(14)
9(18)
12(28)
9(16)
3(19)
1(4)
35(395)
22(24)
15(24)
13(27)
182(25)

somewhat somewhat
a ree disagree
37(51) 14(19)
35(28) 42(33)
15(42) 10(28)
13(26) 16(32)
9(21) 17(40)
24(43) 11(20)
4(25) 4(25)
12(44) 4(15)
29(28) 35(34)
29(32) 29(32)
20(31) 20(31)
20(40) 13(26)
247(34) 215(29)

A Few Blocks

Around Your
House
0
31(43)
55(44)
19(54)
13(27)
18(42)
32(57)
4(25)
13(48)
36(36)
26(29)
18(29)
18(37)
283(39)

strongly
disagree

7(10)
39(31)
7(19)
15(30)
13(30)
14(25)
531)
4(15)
28(28)
17(19)
20(31)
9(18)

unsure,
don't
know

1(1)
5(4)
13)
4(8)
2(5)

2(13)
1(4)
5(3)
7(8)
1(2)
2(4)

178(24) 31(4)

A Section  All Of
Of Nbhd Indy
1(100) 0
7(10) 6(8)
31(25) 5(4)
7(20) 2(6)
16(33) 8(16)
8(19) 4(9)
10(18) 4(7)
5(31) 2(13)
8(30) 4(15)
15(15) 9(9)
31(34) 11(12)
18(29) 9(15)
12(25) 3(6)
169(23) 67 (9)

Other

34
2(2)
2(6)
3(6)
1(2)
1(2)
2(12)
1(4)
5(5)
0(0)
2(3)
3(6)
25@33)
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TABLE 26. Indianapolis Community Baseline Survey: Number of Friends in

Neighborhood

Rank

Order Total
BOS CDC 1
CCDC 70
ECI 127
KPADC 34
MB CDC 50
MFCHDC 44
MLK CDC 57
NNDC 17
RARP 27
SEND 102
UNWADC 91
WCDC 62
WIDC 50
INHP CDC 732

None

16(23)
19(15)
6(18)
10(20)
11(25)
15(26)
5(29)
4(15)
22(22)
18(20)
15(24)
5(10)

146(20)

lor2

18(26)
40(32)
721)
16(20)
11(25)
15(26)
6(35)
5(19)
24(24)
24(26)
14(23)
17(34)
191(26)

Sfew

1(100)
27(39)
51(40)
14(41)
23(46)
19(43)
21(37)
3(18)
13(48)
42(41)
32(35)
23(37)
16(32)

285(39)

more
than

half, or

3(7)
8(6)
5(15)
4(8)
2(5)
47)
2(12)
3(11)
(7)
8(9)
3(8)
5(10)
58(8)

almost all

of your
friends

4(6)
9(7)
2(6)
3(6)
1(2)
2(4)
1(6)
2(7)
7(7)
9(10)
5(8)
7(14)
52(7)

TABLE 27. Indianapolis Community Baseline Survey: Number of Relatives in

Neighborhood

Rank

Order Total
BOS CDC 1
CCDC 72
ECI 125
KPADC 35
MB CDC 50
MFCHDC 44
MLK CDC 56
NNDC 16
RARP 27
SEND 102
UNWADC 92
WCDC 63
WIDC 50
INHP ( 733

none

1(100)
56(78)
88(70)
30(86)
27(54)
29(66)
45(80)
12(75)
25(93)
72(71)
65(71)
40(64)
26(52)
516(70)

lor?2

11(15)
21(17)
4(11)
14(28)
9(21)
9(16)
2(13)
1(4)
20(20)
17(19)
13(21)
11(22)
132(18)

few

5(7)
13(10)
1(3)
6(12)
5(11)
2(4)
1(4)
1(4)
6(6)
8(g)
8(13)
8(16)
64(9)

more than
half, or

3(2)

2(4)

33)
1(1)
1(2)
4(8)
14(2)

almost all

of your
relatives

1(2)
1(2)

1(4)

L(1)
1(1)
1(2)
12)
7(1)
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TABLE 28. Closest Park or Playground in Neighborhood

more
on own 2-3 4-7 8-10 than
INHP CDC  plock  blocks  blocks blocks 10 blocks  Total
BOS CDC 1 (100)
CCDC 10 (13.7) 13(17.8) 11(15.1) 12(16.4) 26(355) 1(1.4)
ECI 22(17.5) 31(24.6) 31(24.6) 20(159) 20(15.9) 2(1.6)

KPADC 11 (314) 7(200) 7(200) 6(17.1) 2(5.7)  2(5.7)
MBCDC  10(20.4) 13(26.5) 16(32.7) 6(12.2) 3(6.1)  1(2.0)
MFCHDC 7(15.6) 8(17.8) 13(289) 7(15.6) 6(13.3) 4(8.9)
MLK CDC 8(14.5) 18(32.7) 17(309) 7(12.7) 5(9.1)

NNDC 2(12.5) 4(250) 4(25.0) 4(25.0) 2(12.5)
RARP 4(148) 7(259) 6(222) 6(222) 3(1L1) 1(3.7)
SEND 12(11.8) 19(18.6) 25(24.5) 26(25.5) 17(16.7) 3(2.9)
UNWADC 17 (18.9) 22(24.4) 27(30.0) 14(15.6) 9(10.0) 1(L.1)
WCDC 13 (21.0) 19(30.6) 15(24.2) 8(129) 5(8.1) 2(3.2)
WIDC 6(11.8) 18(353) 15(294) 6(11.8) 6(11.8)
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TABLE 29. Neighborhoods, Crime, Safety, and Disamenities in CDC Communities

Rank
Order

BOS CDC
CCDC
ECI
KPADC
MB CDC
MFCHDC
MLK CDC
NNDC
RARP
SEND
UNW ADC
WCDC
WIDC

Asa
Place to
Live

n/a
67
31

49
34
46
64
46
74
41

45
38
44

Think crime is a
major
neighborhood
problem
N/A
11
37
37
54
41
20
24
8
23
27
30
13

Feel very
unsafe
walking at
night
N/A
13
35
35
27
35
23
32
8
25
30
32
28

Liquor
Store

N/A
8
22
24
18
11
8
20
21
10
13
24
10

Bar or
Nightclub

N/A

17
30
22
1
12
6
32
39
33
11
15
26
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TABLE 30. Evaluation of Public Services in CDC Communities

“Please tell me how you rate the performance of your local government when it comes to
providing each of the following services.”
(Percentage of households rating a service “excellent” or *“good”)

Elemen Parks Trash & Access to

C . . and Street Street  Storm  Garbage Public
ommunity  Police tary : . Repair S Collec.  Trans
School Rgcrea Lighting Repair Sewers -ollec ranspor
tion tion tation

BOSCDC NA NA NA NA AN NA NA NA
CCDC 69 60 71 71 40 86 86 71
ECI 56 53 55 63 24 75 75 78
KPADC 55 34 36 74 35 74 74 79
MB CDC 49 53 52 56 22 76 76 81
MFCHDC 53 46 25 64 26 74 74 91
MLKCDC 64 54 42 57 28 84 84 77
NNDC 42 35 48 58 54 72 72 65
RARP 69 47 52 66 60 90 90 69
SEND 64 66 54 68 27 80 80 73
UNWADC 45 47 49 66 31 83 83 78
WCDC 60 34 34 53 23 77 77 75
WIDC 44 76 63 54 18 82 82 50

TABLE 31. Local Government Concerned about Neighborhood

Rank T, Strongly Somewhat Somewhat Strongly Unsur,e,
otal § . don't

Order agree agree disagree disagree fow
BOS CDC 1 1
CCDC 73 5(7) 34(47) 15(21) 16(22) 34)
ECI 126 10(8) 51(41) 34(27) 23(18) 8(6)
KPADC 37 5(14) 14(38) 10(27) 5(14) 3(8)
MB CDC 50 4(8) 15(30) 16(32) 12(24)  3(6)
MFCHDC 44 2(5) 21(48) 12(27) 7(16) 2(5)
MLK CDC 56 5(9) 21(38) 15(27) 10(18)  5(9)
NNDC 15 2(13) 5@33) 2(13) 4(27) 2(13)
RARP 27 4(15) 13(48) 5(19) 2(7) 3(11)
SEND 103 11 (1) 2221 35(34) 24(23) 11(11)
UNWADC 91 7(8) 30(33) 21(23) 23(25) 10(11)
WCDC 63 5(8) 20(32) 19(30) 16(25) 3(5)
WIDC 50 3(6) 18(36) 20(40) 6(12) 3(6)
INHP CDC 736 63(9) 264(36) 204(28) 149(20) 56(8)
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TABLE 32. Specified Neighborhood Housing Groups

INHP CDC YES NO
CCDC 7(33.3) 14 (66.7)
ECI 18 (45) 22 (55)
KPADC 7(38.9) 11 (61.1)
MB CDC 3 (15) 17 (85)
MFCHDC 12 (46.2) 14 (53.8)
MLK CDC 3(12) 22 (88)
NNDC 2 (40) 3 (60)
RARP 6 (42.9) 8 (57.1)
SEND 9 (34.6) 17 (65.4)
UNWADC 8 (29.6) 19 (70.4)
WCDC 6 (35.3) 11 (64.7)
WIDC 4(21.1) 15 (78.9)

292



SHSSHOOYUd ANV STINLOMALS DNILVIHdO - HLVYddO
SHSSHD0dd ANV SHFINLONYLS NOLLVIIDLLEVd HALLOATIO0O - JILAVd
SHSSHD0Ud ANV SHANLOMILS TVNOLLNLILSNOD - LSNOD
2dD AN
JdIm
oavdi
2dOD
2doOMm
JAMVNN
AV
JANN
odo dN
2dd sod
AN4S
01 IDUHIIN
ONOYULS (4 104
pcLep (e,

HINLONYLS YNVY TVIOL  AIVIAdO OILIdVd LSNOD IDADdHNI

AVEAM

O~V TN NN N —
NN — o et O e — O OO OO —
N —N—NANNn NND
00 \O O OO N

SNNAS 00w~~~ O

<+

$3559001 pue saimonng uoneziuediQy daneredwo) ¢¢ ATEV],

SOINANDY pue ‘52853001 ‘INJONIS JO SI0JBdIpU|

293



ALIAILDV
LSVHT

ALIALLOV
LSON

aiod

INIWdOTIAZA NOILVZINVOIO - ao

HONV.LSISSV TVIINHOAL ONINIVYL 90f - VLL(

INIWNJOTIAHA SSANISNd - ad

LNHWNJOTIATA TVRILSNANI/TVIOYTFNNOD - amn

LINHWNJOTIAFA ONISNOH - dH

INHFWHOVNVIN HDYNOSTI/NOLLYVININNIIV TV.LIdVD - WY/VO

NOLLNALAY SSINISNd - qd
I L1 ¢ I 0 I 0 8 14
[4 81 S 4 4 0 0 v S
¢ 61 t [4 0 I 0 8 S
¢ 61 S I 0 I 0 9 9
14 X4 14 4 0 14 I L Y
v X4 9 4 I 0 0 8 9
14 X4 I I ¢ 1 v 8 S
v X4 9 I I ¢ 0 9 9
S vT L [4 0 [/ 0 8 S
9 §C 9 ¢ ¢ 0 0 8 9
9 Y4 L ¢ 0 [/ 0 8 Y
L 0t 9 9 14 ¢ 0 8 S
8 Lt L L S 0 4 6 L

dAAYO
YNVY TV.IOL ao VAL ag arn ¥4 dH W4/VD

SANANIY JudWdOIAd(] d1ouody Ayunwiwo)) saneledwio) “p¢ 16V,

2dd AN
2ddd
DAMVNN
oavdiA
odim
AN4S
VI
2dO 9N
2dOM
OAHOAN
2d) Sod
OUNN
104

DUAIdHNI

294



NOILVZI'TVIOOS TVOILITOd - J0810d
dIHSYINLYVd TVIILLITOd - dHSd10d
NOLLVdIOILYVd TVOILLI'TOd - LIVdI10d
dIHS¥3avia - at
ALITIAVINNOIDV - 90) 4
ALIALLDV I (4 I ¢ [4 I S 2adDM
LSVH1 1 (4 1 ¢ ¢ I 14 2avdi
[4 el I S [4 I v OAMVNN
[4 el 4 I 14 [4 14 ddvi
[4 ¢l [4 [4 2 [ ISENG (0D 81
¢ 91 4 [4 v [4 9 DANN
v L1 [4 [4 S [4 9 ANZFS
S 81 I 3 [4 I (1 9.0/00)
S 81 I 14 4 [4 6  D2ddDSsod
9 114 4 [4 v [ I 91010121
L IC v v S 0 6 odim
ALIALLDV L 14 4 [4 14 l al OAHOIN
LSO 8 43 Y v 6 t 14 104
ado xwm\ww TWIOL J0810d dHSdTOd  I4VdT10d ar DOV DUDdHNI

sanIANOY Judwdolaaa( [eanijod Alununwo)) aanesedwio) ‘G¢ 418V,

295



ALIALLDV LSVHT

ALIAILDV LSON
aso

SHOIAYAS TVIINIQISTY

SHOIAYES NIIL/HLNOA
SADIA¥ES NOILYONAE
_ 0 0
z _ 0
¢ z z
¢ z Z
¢ ¢ _
¢ Z 4
p ¢ z
p ¢ I
¢ y z
¢ p ¢
9 ¢ y
L 6 y
g 01 ¢

N 19 VR

INVY

—_ ANt N~ O N -0 O -0

SOASY

SOASLA

SOASH

LV NOOO = = OO0

SOASHWHd ~ SOASSY

COCOoOODOoO OO OO

SOASLA

OC—~oc oo Cc oo OoOO

SOASH

oavdA
20O 9N
2dD sod
2dD AT
JUHOIN
2d00
ANHS
JANN
IdIM
DAMVNN
2dOM
104
AV

JAOdHNI

saniAnoY Juawdo[daAa( jeroos Ajunwiwo)) sanesedwo)) ‘9¢ 314V,

296



Bibliography

Aamidor, A. (1995, September 14). A pocket of peace. Indianapolis Star, p. B1.

Agranoff, R. (1986). Intergovernmental management: Human services problem-
solving in six metropolitan areas. Albany: State University of New York
Press.

Agranoff, R. (1990). Frameworks for comparative analysis of intergovernmental
relations. School of Public and Environmental Ajfairs Occasional Paper 26.
Bloomington, IN: Indiana University School of Public and Environmental
Affairs.

Agranoff, R., & Radin, B. A. (1991). The complete case study approach in public
administration. In J. L. Perry (Ed.), Research in Public Administration, ! (pp.
203-231). Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Ahlbrandt, R. J. (1986). Public-private partnership for neighborhood renewal. The
ANNALS of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 488, 120-
134.

Albert, B. (1992, July 28). Judges sink canal property owner’s appeal-city has right
to try to condemn land, panel rules. /ndianapolis Star, pp. B1-B2.

Alinsky, S. D. (1971). Rules for radicals: A practical primer for realistic radicals.
New York: Vintage Books.

Alley, A. M., Gittell, R. J., McFarland, H. T., Rein, A. S., Vidal, A. C., & Wilder, M.
G. (1993). The community development impacts of the Indiana Enterprise
Zone Program and the Lilly Endowment Initiative on Community
Development: Interim report. New York: Community Development
Research Center, New School for Social Research.

Allison Center opens new clinic and is the new location for the Mapleton Fall Creek
Neighborhood Association office. Mapleton-Fall Creek Gazette, 14 (8), p. 1.

Alperovitz, G., & Faux, J. (1984). Rebuilding America: Blueprint for the new
economy. New York: Pantheon Books.

Altshuler, A. A. (1970). Community control: The black demand for participation in
large American cities. Indianapolis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill.

Andrews, G. (1994, May 30-June 5). Canal turning into housing hot spot.
Indianapolis Business Journal.

297



Associated Press. (1993, May 29). Shortfall puts end to housing agency. Herald
Times, p. C3.

Auction to help Dayspring: Details also donating 5% of its retail sales. (1993,
September 3). Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Auletta, K. (1982). The underclass. New York: Vintage Books.

Austin, D. M. (1988). The political economy of human service programs.
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Awarded grant. (1977, October 25). Indianapolis News.

Aylsworth, E. S. (1993, September 13). Friends seek say in park redesign.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Babbie, E. (1995). The practice of social research A ed.). Cincinnati: Wadsworth.

Barber, B. R. (1984). Strong democracy: Participatory politics for a new age.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Barnekov, T. & Rich, D. (1989). Privatism and the limits of local economic
development policy. Urban Affairs Quarterly, 25(2), 212-238.

Barnett, T. (1989). Social and economic development: An introduction. New York:
Guilford.

Bauder, K., & Smith, B. D. (1988, August). Renewing. City [Indianapolis], pp. 44-
49.

Bell, C. S. (1970). The economics of the ghetto. New York: Pegasus.
Bell, R. N. (1994, October 21). City planning to develop regional park-$18 million
plan aims to renovate existing sites and forge a city network of recreational

facilities. Indianapolis Star, p. Al.

Bell, R. N. (1996, August 9). Family shelter proposal worries neighbors.
Indianapolis Star, p. C3.

Bell, W. (1987). Contemporary social welfare. New York: Macmillan.

Berendt, H. E. (1977). New rulers in the ghetto: The community development
corporation and urban poverty. Westport, CT: Greenwich Press.

Berger, R. A., & Steinbach, C. (1992). A4 place in the marketplace: Making
capitalism work in poor communities. Washington, D.C.: Teamworks.

298



Berger, R. A, & Kasper, G. (1993). An overview of the literature on community
development corporations. Nonprofit Management & Leadership, 4(2).

Berry, J. M., Portney, K. E., & Thomson, K. (1993). The rebirth of urban
democracy. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution.

Bibbs, R. (1993, January 4). Few give input on activities. Indianapolis News, p. D3.

Bibbs, R. (1993, July 9). Neighborhood to restore widow’s home-association’s
campaign to fix up area houses is just beginning. /ndianapolis News, p. B3.

Bibbs, R. (1994, November 11). Man says racial threats real: Interrracial family
makes plans to move. Indianapolis News, pp. E1-E2.

Bibbs, R. (1995, September 23). Students offer plan to improve areas on Near
Southside. Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Bingham, R. D., & Mier, R. (Eds.). (1993). Theories of local economic
development: perspectives from across the disciplines. Newbury Park, CA:
Sage.

Bird, P. (n.d.) Serve yourself rehash at Sunney’s. Indianapolis News.

Bird, P. (1992, September 23). Police mini-stations delight neighbors: Officers,
residents take time to talk. /ndianapolis News, p. B3.

Bird, P. (1992, December 4). Neighbors want stop lights, not radar speed monitor.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Bird, P. (1994, April 18) Man makes a difference for Near-Southsiders.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Bird, P. (1994, October 11). Big changes due for Tarkington Park. Indianapolis
News, p. E3.

Blakely, E. J. (1994). Planning local economic development: Theory and practice
(2" ed.). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Blau, P. M. (Ed.). (1975). Approaches to the study of social structures. New York:
The Free Press.

Blomquist, W. A., & Parks, R. B. (1993). Unigov: Local government in Indianapolis
and Marion County. Indianapolis, IN: Center for Urban Policy and the
Environment, School of Public and Environmental Affairs, Indiana
University.

299



Bobo, L., & Gilliam, F. D, Jr. (1990). Race, sociopolitical participation, and black
empowerment. American Political Science Review, 84, 377-393.

Bodenhamer, D. J., Barrows, R. G., & Vanderstel, D. G. (1994). The encyclopedia
of Indianapolis. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Bonjean, C. M, Clark, T. N, & Lineberry, R. L. (Eds.). (1971). Community politics:
A behavioral approach. New York: Free Press.

Bozeman, B. (1987). All organizations are public: Bridging public and private
organizational theories. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Bradford, C. (1983). Private sector initiatives and public sector accountability: A
case study of coentracting with city venture corporation. American Planning
Association Journal, 49(3), 326-335.

Bratt, R. G. (1989). Dilemmas of community-based housing. Policy Studies
Journal, 16, 324-334.

Bratt, R. G, Keyes, L. C,, Schwartz, A., & Vidal, A. (1994). Confronting the
management challenge: Affordable housing in the nonprofit sector. New
York: Community Development Research Center, Graduate School of
Management and Urban Policy, New School for Social Research.

Buckman, R. (n.d.) Haughville working to bring new life: Residents hope to
overcome past neglect, poverty, crime. Indianapolis Star, p. B1.

Budden, H. (1995, August 7-13). Mediterranean on Mass. Ave. Indianapolis
Business Journal, p. 39A.

Burack, E. H., & Negandhi, A. R. (1977). Organization design: Theoretical

perspectives and empirical findings. Kent, OH: The Kent State University
Press.

Burrows, R. (1994, February 22). Wayne Township redistricting plan meets more
opposition. Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Business Opportunities Systems Community Development Corporation (BOS CDC).
(1982). Articles of incorporation and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: BOS CDC.

BOS CDC. (1991). We’re changing our name but not our logo. Revisions, 1, pp. 1-
3.

Business Opportunities Systems, Inc. (1988). Annual review: Redeveloping for our
Sfuture. Indianapolis, IN: BOS, Inc.

300



A campaign against crime [editorial]. (1994, June 8). Indianapolis News, p. A8.

Campbell, D. T. (1975). “Degrees of freedom” and the case study. Comparative
Political Studies, 8(2), 178-193.

Caporaso, J. A., & Levine, D. P. (1992). Theories of political economy. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press.

Carpenter, D. (1995, March 11). Westside Story: Tournament battle between 2 high
schools is a Haughville spot with somber overtones. Indianapolis Star.

Cater, J. E., III. (1991). Neighborhood change and the role of neighborhood
organizations in housing improvement: A case study. Dissertation Abstracts
International, (DAI), (52), 048. (University Microfilms No. 1543)

Cavinder, F. D. (1992, August 9). Neighborhood promotes unity with sculpture:
Community leaders plan for additional art pieces. Indianapolis Star, pp. B1-
B2.

Cebula, J. (1993, May 17). Parent makes public education her challenge.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Cebula, J. (1993, September 30). Blacks want seat on school board, not bus.
Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Cebula, J. (1993, November 8). School board reviews black representation.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Cebula, J. (1994, August 23). All Saints offers lesson to Episcopal Church.
Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Cebula, J. (1993, March 3). Mission story is of people—Book commemorates
Wheeler’s 100 years. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Cebula, J. (1995, February 4). Church takes central role in boosting neighborhood.
Indianapolis News.

Cebula, J. (1995, February 28). School offers inner-city stability: Martin helps
Brightwood area. Indianapolis News, pp. B1-B2.

Center for the blind buys its own building. (1994, January 12). Indianapolis News, p.
C3.

Chekki, D. A. (1989). Dimensions of communities: A research handbook. New
York: Garland.

301



Christenson, J. A., & Robinson, J. W., Jr. (1989). Community development in
Perspective. Ames, IA: Iowa State University Press.

City gets grant. (1977, October 5). Indianapolis News.

City incubator funds beginning to arrive. (1995, October 2-8). Indianapclis Business
Journal, p. 10A.

City of Indianapolis. (1991). Mapleton-Fall Creek Housing Improvement and
Neighborhood Plan. Indianapolis, IN: Department of Metropolitan
Department, Division of Planning.

City of Indianapolis. (1994, February). NearWestside housing improvement and
neighborhood plan. Indianapolis, IN: Department of Metropolitan
Development, Division of Planning.

City-owned houses face fix-ups. (1994, March 3). Indianapolis News, p. D3.

City spares Fayette Street. (1993, April 27). Indianapolis News, p. A6.

Clegg, S. R., Hardy, C., & Nord, W. R. (Eds.). (1996). Handbook of organization
studies. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publication.

Coburn Place. (n.d.). Coburn Place: A remarkable residential care community.
Indianapolis, IN: Coburn Place.

Cochrane, A. (1986). Community politics and democracy. In D. Held & C. Pollitt,
(Eds.), New forms of democracy (pp. 51-77). Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Cohen, C. J., & Dawson, M. C. (1993). Neighborhood poverty and African-
American politics. American Political Science Review, 87(2), 286-302.

Coles, F. A., Jr. (1975). Black economic development. Chicago: Nelson Hall.

Concord Community Development Corporation. (1993). Articles of incorporation
and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: CCDC.

Cottage Home block party to honor leaders. (1993, September 16). Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Cox, M. (1993, March/April). The Miracle continues on College at 42™ Street.
MKNA News, pp. 17-19.

Crawford, S., Johnson, A. J., & Swindell, D., with Amerson, L., Parks, R. B., &

Robb, D. (1994). Turning toward neighborhoods: A preliminary report.
Indianapolis, IN: Center for Urban Policy and the Environment.

302



Cross, T. L. (1974). Black capitalism: Strategy for business in the ghetto. New
York: Atherton.

Cummings, S., & Glaser, M. (1983). An examination of the perceived effectiveness
of community development corporations: A pilot study. Journal of Urban
Affairs, 5(4), 15-30.

Cummings, S., & Glaser, M. (1985). Neighborhood participation in community
development: A comparison of strategic approaches. Population Research
and Policy Review, 4, 267-287.

Cummings, S., & Glaser, M. (1986). Selecting sound investments for community
development corporations: Some practical advice from executive directors.
Journal of Applied Sociology, 3(1), 51-62.

Cyert, R. M. (1990). Defining leadership and explicating the process. Nonprofit
Management and Leadership, 1(1), 29-38.

Daft, R. L. (1995). Organization theory and design (5" ed.). Minneapolis/St. Paul:
West Publishing.

Dahl, R. A. (1985). A4 preface to economic democracy. Berkeley: University of
California Press.

Dahl, R. A. (1989). Democracy and its critics. New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press.

Davidson, T. (1993, February 20). Near-Eastside church offers “room in inn” on
cold nights. Indianapolis News, p. D2.

Davidson, J. L. (1979). Political partnerships: Neighborhood residents and their
council members. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Davis, F. G. (1972). The economics of black community development: An analysis
and program for autonomous growth and development. Chicago: Markham.

Day nursery undergoes $725,000 renovation. (1994, June 9). Indianapolis News, p.
E2.

The death of a black neighborhood: It’s a lot different now along Indiana Avenue.
(1994). NUVO.

Deier, P. (1987). Community-based housing: A program approach to a new federal
policy. Social Policy, 18(2), 18-22.

303



Denning, M. J. (1984). The structure and performance of government enterprise.
Seattle, WA: Resource Sharing Service, University of Washington.

Denny, D. (n.d.). Complex to benefit boxers: Johnson brothers hope business
venture can upgrade local boxing. Indianapolis News, pp. D1-D2.

Denton, D., & Massey, N. (1993). American apartheid: Segregation and the making
of the underclass. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Derthick, M. (1980). The government’s use of nonprofit organizations for social
demonstration. In H. Orlans, (Ed.), Nonprofit organizations: A government
management tool (pp. 3-8). New York: Praeger.

DiPasquale, D. & Keyes, L. C. (Eds.). (1990). Building foundations: Housing and
federal policy. Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press.

Dolbeare, K. M. (1984). American political thought. Chatham, NJ: Chatham House.

Douglas, J. (1987). Political theories of nonprofit organization. In W. W. Powell,
(Ed.), The nonprofit sector: A research handbook (pp. 43-54). New Haven,
CT: Yale University Press.

Dove, T., & Hale, K. (1992, August 29). Crispus Attucks junior high offers many
academic choices. Indianapolis Recorder, p. C6.

Downing, J. A., & Lurcott, R. H. (1987). A public-private support system for
community-based organizations in Pittsburgh. American Planning
Association Journal, 53(4), 459-468.

Downtown Research Committee. (1980). Indianapolis: Downtown development for
whom? Indianapolis, IN: Athena Arts and Graphics.

ECI. (n.d.). Homeownership program imagined. Indianapolis, IN: ECI.

Eastside Investment Community, Inc. (ECI) (1993a). Articles of incorporation and
revised bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: ECI.

ECI. (1993b). ECI honors community leaders. Eastside Community Investments,
Inc., Summer. Indianapolis, IN: ECI.

ECI’s annual meeting May 2. (1993, May 1). Near Eastside Neighbor, 5(5), p. 6.

ECI represents economic opportunity. (1995, June 12-18). Indianapolis Business
Journal.

304



Eckstein, H. (1975). Case study and theory on political science. In N. W. Polsby &
F. I. Greenstein, (Eds.), Handbook of political science (Vol. 7, pp. 79-137).
Reading, MA: Addison- Wesley.

Ehret, M. (n.d.). Eastside project will create 350 jobs. Indianapolis News, pp. D1-
D3.

Ehret, M. (1993, August 23). Volunteers head for agencies: Day of Caring to kick
off fund drive. Indianapolis News, p. C1.

Ehret, M. (1994, January 20). Survey to focus on social solutions: Ways sought to
fight VD, teen pregnancy, HIV-AIDS. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, January 27). Neighborhood will get city millions. Indianapolis
News, p. D3.

Ehret, M. (1994, January 28). Development causes concern in Stringtown.
Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Ehret, M. (1994, February 4). New guard takes over Westside organization.
Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Ehret, M. (1994, March 3). Public fight erupts over program in Center Township.
Indianapolis News.

Ehret, M. (1994, March 11). Volunteers mix hoops and hope: Basketball gets kids
off streets. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, March 16). Library branch plans move to Fountain Square.
Indianapolis News, p. E3.

Ehret, M. (1994, March 29). Neighbors will refurbish house. Indianapolis News, p.
C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, June 9). Neighbors oppose transient housing. Indianapolis News.

Ehret, M. (1994, June 22). Eastside community festival is back: Activities have been
resurrected after a four-year absence. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, June 30). City seeks other uses for lots. Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Ehret, M. (1994, July 1). Neighbors to parade in Woodruff Place. Indianapolis
News, p. C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, July 22). Jazz coming to square’s fountain: Promoters hope festival
will be an annual event. Indianapolis News, p. B3.

305 -



Ehret, M. (1994, August 1). “Vandalism from hell” spurs church to action: St. Philip
Neri seeks ways to refurbish floor. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, August 29). Soya blast still haunts neighbors. Indianapolis News,
p. C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, September 14). Central State Neighbors Air Views on Plan.
Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Ehret, M. (1994, September 21). Woodruff Place gets new fence. Indianapolis
News, p. E4.

Ehret, M. (1994, October 10). TV crew films city housing plans: Documentary to
feature Indianapolis projects. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Ehret, M. (1994, October 29). Residents, club work it out: Night spot addresses
neighborhood’s concerns. Indianapolis News.

Ehret, M. (1994, November 4). City backs off on park land swap. Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Ehret, M. (1994, December 16). Clients get legal aid at Flanner House. Indianapolis
News.

Ehret, M. (1995, February 10). Program to boost center city. Indianapolis News, pp.
B1-B2.

Ehret, M. (1995, February 16). Neighborhood gets a new name: Housing project to
have 60 units. /ndianapolis News.

Ehret, M. (1995, March 15). Students get lesson in saving. Indianapolis News.

Ehret, M., & Haase, D. L. (1994, September 22). Federal funds to help
neighborhood. /ndianapolis News, p. C3.

Eisinger, P. K. (1988). The rise of the entrepreneurial state: State and local
economic development policy in the United States. Madison, WI: The
University of Wisconsin Press.

Elkin, S. L. (1987). City regime in the American republic. Chicago: The University
of Chicago Press.

Etzioni, A. (1963). Modern organizations. Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice Hall.

306



Fainstein, N. & Fainstein, S. S. (1980). The future of community control. In H.
Hahn and C. Levine, (Eds.), Urban politics: Past, present and future (pp. 375-
404). New York: Longman.

The Fall Creek Civic League. (1995, Summer). Enhancements, 1, p. 3.
Fall Creek drivers to find change. (1994, May 26). Indianapolis News, p. D3.

Faux, G. (1971). CDCs: New hope for the inner city: Report of the Twentieth
Century Fund Task Force on Community Development Corporation. New
York: The Twentieth Century Fund.

Ferre, M. 1. (1987). Prevention and control of violence through community
revitalization, individual dignity, and personal self-confidence. The ANNALS
of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 494, 27-36.

Fight for neighborhood paying off. (1994, January 20). Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Finnel, S. L. (1993, January 28). Museum aims to attract blacks through grants.
Indianapolis News, pp. E1-E2.

Fisher, P. S. (1988). State venture capital funds as an economic development
strategy. American Planning Association Journal,54, 166-177.

Flanner House senior programs begin. (1993, March 27). Indianapolis Recorder, p.
B6.

Fleming, M. (1994, June 29). Cleanup could hit millions—Some Central Soya
workers may be placed on furlough. Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Fleming, M. (1994, November 3). Indistinction of governor’s mansion aids security
measures. Indianapolis News, p. C2.

Floyd-Miller, C. (1992, August 29). Bureau of Motor Vehicles comes to Center
Township. Indianapolis Recorder, p. D1.

Fountain Block is born again: Apartments, library branch share location. (1994, June
20). Indianapolis News, p. C3.

4th fall festival Saturday—Downtown avenue site of walk, fun. (1993, September
13). Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Francis, M. (1994, October 5). Near-Westside Area targeted for renewal: City wants
to buy eyesores and tear ‘em down or fix ‘em up. Indianapolis Star.



Francis, M. (1994, October 21). City may bring new thrills home to neighborhood-
mayor is seeking a developer to build new houses on the site of an old
amusement park. Indianapolis Star, pp. C1-C2.

Francis, M. (1994, October 27). A life reconstructed: A former drug addict who laid
the foundation for a better way of living is buying her own house with a few
helping hands. Indianapolis Star, pp. B1-B2.

Francis, M. (1994, November 4). Housing residents planning better lives: If HUD
accepts ideas, Indianapolis could get $50 million to help fix up dwellings.
Indianapolis Star, p. C1.

Francis, M. (1995, January 8). Rent-to-own development angers neighbors:
Residents worry that homes’ long-term leases with options to buy will
produce another project. Indianapolis Star.

Francis, M. (1995, November S). A river runs next to it-developers and
environmentalists clash over project. Indianapolis Star, pp. E1-E2.

Frankfort-Nachmias, C., & Leon-Guerrerc, A. (2000). Social statistics for a diverse
society (2" ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press.

Frederickson, G. (Ed.). (1973). Neighborhood control in the 1970s: Politics,
administration, and citizen participation. New York: Chandler.

From poverty to assets [editorial]. (1994, 14 May). Indianapolis News, p. A4.

Gadzekpo, A. (1992, August 29.) Family fights to keep central state open.
Indianapolis Recorder, pp. Al, A6.

Galambos, L. (1993). Nonprofit organizations and the emergence of America’s
corporate commonwealth in the twentieth century. In D. C. Hammack & D.
R. Young, (Eds.), Nonprofit organizations in a market economy:
Understanding new roles, issues, and trends (pp. 82-104). San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass.

Galbraith, J. R. (1977). Organization design. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Garber, J. A., & Tumner, R. S. (1995). Gender in urban research. Thousand Oaks,
CA: Sage.

Gardner, J. W. (1990). On leadership. New York: The Free Press.
Gilbert, A., & Ward, P. (1984). Community action by the urban poor: Democratic

involvement, community self-help or a means of social control? World
Deveiopment, 12, 769-782.

308



Gittell, M. (1980). Limits to citizen participation: The decline of community
organization. Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Glaser, M. A. (1986). Redefinition of the service delivery function of community-
based organizations. Journal of the Community Development Society 17(1),
89-109.

Glaser, M. A., & Bardo, J. W. (1985). The impact of confused national economic
development policy. Urban Analysis, 8,211-228.

Goetz, E. G. (1992). Local government support for nonprofit housing. Urban
Affairs Quarterly, 27(3), 71-81.

Goetz, E. G., & Sidney, M. (1994). Revenge of the property owners: Community
development and the politics of property. Journal of Urban Affairs, 16(4),
319-334.

Goldsmith, W. W., & Blakely, E. J. (1992). Separate societies: Poverty and
inequality in U.S. cities. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Gordon, G. J., & Milakovich, M. E. (1995). Public Administration in America (5Lh
ed.). New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Gordon, L. (Ed.). (1991). Women, the state, and welfare. Madison, WI: The
University of Wisconsin Press.

Grant money to aid homeless program. (1994, June 6). Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Gortner, H. F., Mahler, J., & Nicholson, J. B. (1997). Organization theory: A public
perspective (2™ ed.). Fort Worth, IN: Harcourt Brace College Publishers.

Green, K. (1993, October 23). Artist is between rocks and an easy place: Painter
discovers success in sculpting. Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Greenstone, J. D., & Peterson, P. E. (1973). Race and authority in urban politics:
community participation and the war on poverty. New York: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Grenbjerg, K. A. (1993). Understanding nonprofit funding: Managing revenues in
social services and community development organizations. San Francisco:

Jossey-Bass.

Groups join forces to repair burned home for family’s return. (1994, December 4).
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

309



Gunn, C., & Gunn, H. D. (1991). Reclaiming capital: Democratic initiatives and
community development. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Hall, P. (1986). Governing the economy: The politics of state intervention in Britain
and France. New York: Oxford University Press.

Hall, P. D. (1992). Inventing the nonprofit sector and other essays on philanthropy,
voluntarism, and nonprofit organizations. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins
University Press.

Hall, R. H. (1999). Organizations: Structures, processes, and outcomes. Upper
Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Hallman, H. W. (1984). Neighborhoods: Their place in urban life. Beverly Hills,
CA: Sage.

Halstead, Thompson, & Kennedy Architects. (1994, February). West Morris Street
development study. Indianapolis, IN.: n.p.

Hanson, S. (1981, June 16). Hospital and community join to improve neighborhood.
Hospitals, pp. 92-98.

Hanssen, Carl E. (1993). Community development corporations and their
contributions to democracy in Chicago. Dissertation Abstracts International,
(MAI), (32), 01. (University Microfilms No. 0114)

Harris, B. (1993, January 4). New Year’s wish for the canal. Indianapolis News.

Harris, W. (1994, February 2). Federal funding ok’d for Monon corridor project.
Indianapolis News, p. D3.

Harris, W. W, II. (1994, March 31). Stadium foe vows to put up fight. Indianapolis
News, p. Bl.

Harris, W. W_, II. (1994, October 21). Mayor unveils city’s plans for Riverside Park.
Indianapolis News, pp. B1-B2.

Harris, W. W_, II. (n.d.). City seeks Riverside Park bids. Indianapolis News.
Harris, W. W_, II. (1995, January 17). Development plan would take land from
greenways corridor- group criticize project on site of former park.

Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Harris, W. W, II. (1994, January 26). Park’s link to greenways tops agenda for
forum. Indianapolis News.

310



Harrison, B. (1974). Urban economic development: Suburbanization, minority
opportunity and the condition of the central city. Washington, D.C.: The
Urban Institute.

Harvard Law Review. (1971). Community development corporations: A new
approach to the poverty problem. In R. W. Bailey, (Ed.), Black business

enterprise: Historical and contemporary perspectives (pp. 271-289). New
York: Basic Books.

Heilbroner, R. L. (1962). The making of economic society. Englewocd Cliffs, NI
Prentice Hall.

Held, D. (1987). Models of democracy. Stanford, CA.: Stanford University Press.

Herman, R. D., & Heimovics, R. D. (1990). The effective nonprofit executive:
Leader of the board. Nonprofit Management and Leadership, 2(2), 167-180.

Hess, S. (1994, January 6). Activist slams church for razing. Indianapolis News, p.
D3.

Hess, S. (1994, May 31). Revitalization hits Southside. /ndianapolis News, p. D3.

Higgins, W. (1994, April 16). Washed up: Little creek poses big problems for flood-
plain dwellers who may be. Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Higgins, W. (1994, June 14). Downtown housing comes alive. /ndianapolis News,
pp- C1-C2.

Higgins, W. (1994, September 17). Brighter outlook: Retail center may lead
neighborhood’s rebirth. /ndianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Hill, J. W, Jr. (1993, August 26.) Dead end street. Indianapolis News, pp. B1-B2.

Himmelstein, J. (1993). The place and meaning of the nonprofit sector. Qualitative
Sociology, 16(3), 319-329.

Hollan, W. (1994, October 12). 150 hear of plans for Garfield Park: City to spend $9
million; objections, ideas offered.” Indianapolis News.

Hollan, W. (1994, October 24). Neighborhood airs problem of youth crime.
Indianapolis News, p. D3.

Hollander, E. P. (1978). Leadership dynamics: A practical guide to effective
relationships. New York: The Free Press.

311



Holmstrom, D. (1994, August 25). Help and hope for the inner city: The head of a
community-development support group comments on grass-roots urban
efforts. The Christian Science Monitor, p. 14.

Horne, T. (1994, May 16). Church, neighborhood help make mural to honor victims.
Indianapolis News, p. Al.

Housing gets $30 million boost. (1994, October 20). Indianapolis News.

Howlett, M., & Ramesh, M. (1993). Patterns of policy instrument choice: Policy
styles, policy learning and the privatization experience. Policy Studies
Review, Spring/Summer, 3-24.

Huberman, A. M., & Crandall, D. P. (1982). Fitting words to numbers:
Multisite/multimethod research in educational dissemination. American
Behavioral Scientist, 26(1), 62-83.

Huberman, A. M., & Miles, M. B. (1984). Innovation up close: How school
improvement works. New York: Plenum Press.

Hudnut, W. H. (1995). The Hudnut years in Indianapolis, 1976-1991. Bloomington,
IN: Indiana University Press.

Hunter, A. (1979). The urban neighborhood: Its analytical and social contexts.
Urban Affairs Quarterly, 14(2), 267-288.

Hurrell, A., & Kingsbury, B. (Eds.). (1992). The international politics of
Environment, Actors, Interests, and Institutions. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Indiana Avenue, passing on the legacy. (1995, September). Indianapolis Recorder.

Indianapolis Foundation awards 23 grants. (1996, April 1-7). Indianapolis Business
Journal, p. 38A.

It’s a Community A-Fair. (1996, September 26). Indianapolis Recorder, p. C1.

Jackson, P. I. (1978). Community control, community mobilization, and community
political structure. The Sociological Quarterly, 19, 577-589.

Janha, D. S., Wang, R., & Whelan, R. K. (1994, March). A4 framework for analysis
and evaluation of activities of community development corporations (CDCs)
in low-income neighborhoods. Paper presented at Urban Affairs Association
conference, New Orleans, LA.

312



Jencks, C., & Peterson, P. E. (Eds.). (1991). The urban underclass. Washington,
D.C.: The Brookings Institution.

Jennings, H. C. (1992). Understanding the underclass: The role of cuiture and
economic progress. InJ. Jennings, (ed.), Race, politics, and economic
development: Community perspectives (pp. 67-86). New York: Verso.

Jennings, J. (Ed.). (1992). Race, politics, and economic development: Community
perspectives. New York: Verso.

Jezierski, L. (1990). Neighborhoods and public-private partnerships in Pittsburgh.
Urban Affairs Quarterly, 26, 217-249.

Jick, T. D. (1979). Mixing qualitative and quantitative methods: Triangulation in
action. Administrative Science Quarterly, 24, 602-611.

Johnson, A. (1993, October). Community Development Corporations Governance
Structure: Representation and Board Membership. Presented at the 1993
Annual Meeting of the ARNOVA Conference, Toronto, Ontario, Canada.

Johnson, A. J., & Parks, R. B. (1994, March). Executive leadership and the
provision of housing: Who is providing affordable housing in Indianapolis.
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Urban Affairs Association, New
Orleans, LA.

Johnson, J. B., & Joslyn, R. A. (1995). Political science research methods (3™ ed.).
Washington, D.C.: CQ Press.

Johnson, S. B. (1994, November 19). Communities unite to save Washington Park.
Indianapolis Recorder, p. Al.

Johnston, K. (1994, August 8). City may lease from Thomson: Engineers would use
Sherman Drive site. Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Johnston, K. M. (1994, September 27). Group irked by Washington Park plans.
Indianapolis News, p. E3.

Johnston, K. M., & Zogg, J. (1993, September 16). Gambling ties surface-officials
named but not targeted. /ndianapolis News.

Jones, B. D. (1983). Governing urban America: A policy focus. Boston: Little,
Brown & Company.

Jones. (1992). The black underclass as systemic phenomenon. In J. Jennings, (ed.),

Race, politics, and economic development: Community perspectives (pp. 53-
66). New York: Verso.

313



Judd, D. R, & Ready, R. L. (1986). Entrepreneurnial cities and the new policies of
economic development. In G. E. Peterson & C. W. Lewis (Eds.), Reagan and
the cities (pp. 209-247). Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute.

Kantor, P. (1987). The dependent city: The changing political economy of urban
economic development in the United States. Urban Affairs Quarterly, 22(4),
493-520.

Keating, W. D., Rasey, K. P., & Krumholz, N. (1990). Community development
corporations in the United States: Their role in housing and urban
redevelopment. In W. van Vliet and J. van Weesup, (Eds.), Government and

housing: Developments in seven countries (Urban Affairs Annual Review,
Vol. 36, pp. 206-218). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Kelly, R M. (1976). Community participation in economic development.
Cambridge: Center for Community Economic Development.

Kelly, R. M. (1977). Community control development: The boards of directors of
community development corporations. New York: Praeger.

The key to neighborhoods [editorial]. (1994, May 6). Indianapolis News.

Key, P. (1992, May 24). A Dream Come True: Housing agency is a lifesaver for
some Indianapolis residents. Indianapolis Star, pp. I1, 15.

Key, P. (1994, January 9). Redefining affordable: Apartment complex built with tax
credits has features found in Sexton Companies developments. /ndianapolis
Star, pp- 1-2.

Key, P. (1994, February 6). Credits mean affordable homes: $26.8 million in tax
credits will add 662 quality rental units to the Indianapolis area. Indianapolis
Star, pp. 1-2.

Key, P. (1994, April 24). Foundation flip-flops its mission. The Indianapolis Star,
pp- H1, HY.

Key, P. (1994, May 8). New housing stirs new optimism: Fountain View offers
apartments for seniors and hope for residents of urban neighborhood.
Indianapolis Star, pp. H1-H2.

Khandwalla, P. (1977). The design of organizations. Chicago: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich.

King, G., Keohane, R. O., & Verba, S. (1994). Designing social inquiry: Scientific
inference in qualitative research. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

314



King, M. (1996, May 6-12). Mass. Avenue market new venue for artists.
Indianapolis Business Journal, p. 15A.

King, M. (1997, May 5-11). Highland area awaits boost from retail center.
Indianapolis Business Journal.

King Park Area Development Corporation (KPADC). (1987). Articles of
incorporation and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: KPADC.

Kish on White River Park: “This will be built.” (1994, August 1-7). Indianapolis
Business Journal, pp. 12-13A, 24A.

Knoke, D. (1985). The political economies of associations. Research in Political
Sociology, 1,211-242.

Knoke, D., & Wood, J. R. (1981). Organized for action: Commitment in voluntary
associations. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Knowles, M. S. (1992, July 17). Church youth repair house and build good relations.
Indianapolis News, p. C2.

Kolodny, R. (1990). The emergence of self-help as a housing strategy for the urban
poor. In R. Bratt, et al., (Eds.), Critical perspectives on housing (pp. 447-
462). Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Koresh, R. (1986). Democracy from above and below: The organization of
neighborhood politics. Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press.

Kotler, M. (1969). Neighborhood government: Local foundations of political life.
Indianapolis, IN: Bobbs-Merrill.

Kouzes, J. M., & Posner, B. Z. (1991). The leadership challenge: How to get
extraordinary things done in organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Kromer, J. (1993). The future of community development corporations in
Philadelphia: A discussion paper. Philadelphia: City of Philadelphia.

Krull, J. (1993, October 25). “Program’s success gives job seeker much hope.”
Indianapolis News, p. Cl.

Kukolla, S. (1995, May 22-28). West’s passion builds eastside assets. Indianapolis
Business Journal.

LaMore, R. (1987). Board composition and the orientation of community economic

development in Michigan. Dissertation Abstracts International (DAI-A), (48),
06. (University Microfilms No. 0516)

315



Lang, M. H. (1989) Homeless amid affluence: Structure and paradox in the
American political economy. New York: Praeger.

Lanosga, G. (1992, August 6). Butler drops bar plans for now-neighbors win baitle
but may yet lose war. Indianapolis News, p. Cl1.

Lanosga, G. (1992, December 3). Questions surround canal plans-city hires men to
clarify position, seek out views. Indianapolis News, p. D1.

Lanosga, G. (1993, January 5). City set to move on canal-price remains issue for
willing sellers. Indianapolis News, p. Cl.

Lanosga, G. (1993, March 2). Work starts in near-Westside medical center.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Lanosga, G. (1993, April 22). City makes offer for purchase of church property.
Indianapolis News.

Lanosga, G. (1993, April 24). City puts canal plan on hold. Indianapolis News, p.
Al.

Lanosga, G. (1993, May 6). City gets OK to buy land from Disciples. Indianapolis
News.

Lanosga, G. (1993, August 17). City seeks to spur canal housing—Goal lure
downtown workers to live downtown. Indianapolis News, p. Bl.

Lanosga, G. (1993, October 14). City targets blighted area: Officials tread softly on
redevelopment plan. Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Lanosga, G. (1993, November 3). Canal complex to come-construction set to begin
in spring. Indianapolis News, p. C2.

Lanosga, G. (1993, November 18). Commission accepts proposal for new
apartments on canal. Indianapolis News, p. ES.

Lanosga, G. (1994, March 23). City may seize title to 300 old houses. Indianapolis
News, p. B1.

Lanosga, G. (1994, March 24). Subdivision called revitalization key. I/ndianapolis
News, p. D3.

Lanosga, G. (1994, April 12). Council gives stadium support—Confused members
let CIB deal with finances. Indianapolis News, pp. E1-E2.

316



Lanosga, G. (1994, May 4). Case to be appealed, says lawyer. Indianapolis News, p.
C3.

Lanosga, G. (1994, July 18). Indianapolis plans to invest $3.3 million into
neighborhoods. /ndianapolis News, p. C3.

Lanosga, G. (1994, October 6). City targets Near Westside: $2.3 million has been
earmarked to redevelop three neighborhoods. Indianapolis News, pp. Al, A7.

Larson, P. (1994, June 30). Woman works to rebuild life. /ndianapolis News.

Lee, T. W. (1999). Using qualitative methods in organizational research. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage.

Lemann, N. (1991). The Promised Land: The great black migration and how it
changed America. New York: Alfred A. Knopf.

Light, B. (1992, August 30). Program gives youths place next door to learn.
Indianapolis Star, pp. B1, B6.

Lijphart, A. (1971). Comparative politics and the comparative method. American
Political Science Review, 65, 682-693.

Lindblom, C. E. (1977). Politics and markets: The world’s political-economic
systems. New York: Basic Books.

Lipsky, M., & Smith, S. (1990). Nonprofit organizations, government and the
welfare state. Political Science Quarterly, 104, 625-48.

Local Initiative Support Corporation. (1993). Building community. New York:
LISC.

Logan, J. R., & Molotch, H. L. Urban fortunes: The political economy of place. Los
Angeles: University of California Press.

Lowe, P., & Rudig, W. (1986). Political ecology and social science: The state of the
art. British Journal of Political Science, 16, 513-550.

Luce, S. R. (1984). Leadership and the challenge of change. Ottawa, Canada: The
Conference Board of Canada.

Lyon, L. (1987). The community in urban society. Chicago: Dorsey.

MacCallum, S. (1970). The art of community. Menlo Park, CA: Institute for Human
Studies.

317



Malveaux, J. (1992). The political economy of black women. In J. Jennings, (ed.),
Race, politics, and economic development: Community perspectives (pp.33-
52). New York: Verso.

Mannweiler, D. (1993, October 1). Speeders irk Woodruff Place resident.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Mannweiler, D. (1994, January 20). “The brown house” has a problem-neighbors,
Butler at odds over turn-of-century structure. /ndianapolis News, p. C3.

Mannweiler, D. (1994, April 5). Stadium vision wavers. Indianapolis News, p. B1.
Mannweiler, D. (1994, May 17). Don’t build walls. I/ndianapolis News, p. B1.

Mapleton Fall Creek Housing Development Corporation. (1992). Articles of
incorporation and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: MFCHDC.

Mapleton Fall Creek Housing Development Corporation. (1993, July/August).
Reclamation I: Largest project to date for the Mapleton-Fall Creek Housing
Development Corporation offers a better choice for area renters. Mapleton-
Fall Creek Gazette, 14(7),p. 1.

Marable, M. (1983). How capitalism underdeveloped black America: Problems in
race, political economy and society. Boston: South End Press.

March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1984). Organizational factors in political life.
American Political Science Review, 78, 734-749.

March, J. G., & Olsen, J.P. (1989). Rediscovering institutions: The organizational
basis of politics. New York: The Free Press.

March, J. G., & Olsen, J. P. (1995). Democratic governance. New York: The Free
Press.

Marris, P., & Rein, M. (1969). Dilemmas of social reform: Poverty and community
action in the United States. New York: Atherton.

Marshall, C., & Rossman, G. B. (1989). Designing qualitative research. Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.

Martin Luther King Community Development Corporation. (n.d.). Articles of
incorporation and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: MLK CDC.

Martin Luther King Community Development Corporation. (1995, September). New
staff for MLKCDC. Enhancements, 1, p. 2.

318



Martindale-Brightwood Community Development Corporation (MB CDC). (1992).
Articles of incorporation and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: MB CDC.

Maxwell, S. (1992, November 23). Eastsider puts neighborhood first. Indianapolis
News, p. F3.

Mayer, N. S. (1984). Neighborhood organizations and community development:
Making revitalization work. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute Press.

Mayer, N. S., & Blake, J. L. (1981). Keys to the growth of neighborhood
development organizations. Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute.

McClain, S. (1993, October 16). BOS: Leading the way in community development.
Indianapolis Recorder, p. D1.

Medoff, P., & Sklar, H. (1994). Streets of hope: The fall and rise of an urban
neighborhood. Boston: South End Press.

Melvin, P. M. (Ed.). (1986). American community organizations: A historical
dictionary. New York: Greenwood Press.

Miles, M. B., & Huberman, A. M. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded
sourcebook (2™ ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Miller, K. H. (1969). Community capitalism and the Community Self-Determination
Act. Harvard Journal of Legislation, 6,413-461.

Millions in credits available to fix up housing. (1994, October 19). Indianapolis
Star.

Mintzberg, H. (1996). The five basic parts of the organization. In J. M. Shafritz & J.
S. Ott, (Eds.), Classics of organization Theory (4" Ed,, pp- 232-244). San
Francisco: Wadsworth.

Mission Statement. (n.d.). KPADC Newsletter, 1, p. 1.

Mohrman, S. A., Cohen, S. G., & Mohrman, A. M., Jr. (1995). Designing team-
based organizations. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Morgan, K. (1992, June 18). Panel approves buyout plan for downtown canal.
Indianapolis Star, p. C1.

Morgan, K. (1992, June 24). Center Township gets funds to build, renovate housing.
Indianapolis Star, pp. D1-D2.

319



Morgan, K. (1992, July 19). Volunteers pitch in to fix homes of senior citizens.
Indianapolis Star.

Morris, L. (1994, September 2). Parkview Place residents to be taught to lead.
Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Morris, L. (1995, January 16). Brookside Park to get special playground: WFBQ
deejay team is funding project. Indianapolis News.

Moving fire station may help protection for westsiders. (1993, December 6)
Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Near North Development Corporation (NNDC). (1994). Amended and restated
articles of incorporation and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: NNDC.

Nadler, D. A, & M. L. Tushman. (1997). Competing by design: The power of
organizational architecture. New York: Oxford University Press.

Nagai, A. K., Lerner, R., & Rothman, S. (1994). Giving for social change:
Foundations, public policy, and the American political agenda. Westport,
CT: Praeger.

Nathan, R. P. (1992). 4 new agenda for cities. Columbus, OH: Ohio Municipal
League Education and Research Fund.

National Congress for Community Economic Development (NCCED). (1989).
Against all odds: The achievement of community based development
organizations. Washington, D.C.: NCCED.

NCCED. (1990). Community development corporation profile book. Washington,
D.C.: NCCED.

NCCED. (1991). Changing the odds: The achievements of community-based
development corporations. Washington, D.C.: NCCED.

Neal, A. (1992, September 6). Fit to Print: The Indianapolis Recorder has a new
publisher with more money and a good-news philosophy. But the weekly, one
of the nation’s oldest black newspapers, is in a fight for new readers.
Indianapolis Star, pp. F1, F4.

Neighborhood groups honor silent workers. (1993, October 13). Indianapolis News,
p- B3.

Neighborhood in the spotlight—Tours feature Chatham Arch, Ransom Place. (1993,
May 6). Indianapolis News, pp. D1-D2.

320



Newman, J. (1995, July 31-August 6). Doras planning to put out the welcome mat.
Indianapolis Business Journal, pp. 12-13A.

Newman, J. (1996, January 29-February 4). Mass. Ave. corridor lures office
projects. Indianapolis Business Journal, p. SA.

Newman, J. (1996, March 18-24). Historical Society plans canal “jewel”—new
headquarters could top $35 million. /Indianapolis Business Journal.

Newman, H. K. (1993). Community development corporations and neighborhood
revitalization in Atlanta. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Urban
Affairs Association, Indianapolis, IN.

Nichols, J. H., Jr., & Wright, C. (1990). From political economy to economic and
back? San Francisco: Institute for Contemporary Studies.

O’Malley, C. (1995, February 10). Thomson workers resume jobs after Mexican
strike. Indianapolis News.

O’Neal, K. (1993, August 23). “Other” mural depicts activist lawyer. Indianapolis
News.

O’Neal, K. (1993, November 11). Group looks to get guns off streets. /ndianapolis
News, p. Cl1.

O’Neal, K. (1993, December 2). Drug sweep nets nine arrests: Police, dogs hit four
sites in series of daytime raids. Indianapolis News, p. D1.

O’Neal, K. (1993, December 31). Neighborhood official criticizes destruction of
house. /ndianapolis News, p. C3.

O’Neal, K. (1994, April 1). Haughville tries to stop violence. /ndianapolis News, p.
Cl.

O’Neal, K. (1994, August 1). Growing up scared: Kids on near Northside tell of
everyday horrors. Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

O’Neal, K. (1994, September 15). Official investigate intense blaze: Fire destroys
Home Lumber and Supply. Indianapolis News, p. E1.

O’Neal, K. (1995, October 21). Church object to hate-pastor threatened by drug
dealer by gun. Indianapolis News, p. Al.

Orlans, H. (Ed.). (1980). Nonprofit organizations: A government management tool.
New York: Praeger.

321



Osbomne, D. (1990). Laboratories of democracies: A new breed of governor creates
models for national growth. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Ostrom, E. (1999). Institutional rational choice: An assessment of the institutional
analysis and development framework. In P. A. Sabatier, (ed.), Theories of the
policy process (pp. 35-71). Boulder: Westview Press.

Owens, C. J., & Willbern, Y. (1985). Governing metropolitan Indianapolis: The
politics of Unigov. Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Parks, R. B. (1994). Perceived quality of life in the neighborhoods of the
Indianapolis Housing Partnership. Indianapolis, IN: Center for Urban Policy
and the Environment, School of Public and Environmental Affairs, Indiana
University.

Pateman, C. (1970). Participation and democratic theory. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Patterson, J. L., Jr. (n.d.) Shootings spur police to step up gang task force: Seven
investigators to be added to curb crime.” Indianapolis Star, pp. Al, AS8.

Payne, J. L. (1984). Foundations of empirical political analysis (2™ ed.) College
Station, TX: Lytton.

Pecorella, R. F. (1994). Community power in a postreform city: Politics in New York
City. New York: M.E. Sharpe.

Peirce, N. R., &. Steinbach, C. F. (1987). Corrective capitalism: The rise of
America’s community development corporations. New York: Ford
Foundation.

Peirce, N. R., &. Steinbach, C. F. (1990). Enterprising communities: Community-
based development in America. Washington, D.C.: Council for Community
Based Development.

Penner, D. (1994, March 24). New homes coming to an old area: Public and private
sectors will join forces to build Ralston Estates on the Near Northside.
Indianapolis Star, pp. 1-2.

Penner, D. (1994, May 15). City, neighborhoods look at closing some streets as a
deterrent to crime. Indianapolis Star, p. B4.

Penner, D. (1994, May 15). Residents accept renewal projects better: The city,

burned by canal debacle, now gets the neighborhood involved. Indianapolis
Star, pp. B1, B4.

322



People. (1996, April 29-May 5). Indianapolis Business Journal.

Perin, C. (1977). Everyrhing in its place: Social order and land use in America.
Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Perrow, C. (1972). Complex organizations: A critical essay. Glenview, IL: Scott,
Foresman, & Co.

Perry, S. E. (1987). Communities on the way: Rebuilding local economies in the
United States and Canada. Albany, NY: State University of New York Press.

Peterson, P. E. (1981). City Limits. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Petroskey, D. (1992, July 11). Vista helps residents change neighborhoods from
within. /ndianapolis Star, pp. 1, 4.

Pitkin, H. F. (1967). The concept of representation. Los Angeles: University of
California Press.

Planning grant to benefit area on Near-Eastside. (1977, October 4). Indianapolis
Star.

Poplin, D. E. (1972). Communities: A survey of theories and methods of research.
New York: Macmillan.

Powell, W. W, & DiMaggio, P. J. (Eds.). (1991). The new institutionalism in
organizational analysis. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Price, L. (1993, July 17). Members fix up 30 homes: 500 to pitch in on projects here.
Indianapolis News, p. D6.

Price, N. (1993, September 16). Home is where you make it—A tale of two spaces.
Indianapolis News.

Projection for the park. (1994, October 25). [ndianapolis News, p. A3.

Pulliam, R. (1993, September 29). The heart of the problem. Indianapolis News, p.
Al0.

Pulliam, R. (1993, November 3). 100 years, for the needy. Indianapolis News, p.
A3.

Puls, B., Ashley, D., & Chazdon, S. (1991). Breaking new ground: Community-

based development organizations. Denver, CO: National Conference of State
Legislatures.

323



Ramey, M. (1992, October 10). CCI vs. Flanner House. Indianapolis Recorder, pp.
Al, A8.

Randall, V. (1982). Women and politics. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Records. (1994, September 5-11). Indianapolis Business Journal.

Residents show stiff upper lip. (1993, n.d.). Indianapolis News.

Reynolds, A. F. (1995, January 4). An “impossible” dream comes true: A single
mother of 12 completes her goal of a college degree and keeps striving to

reach higher ground. Indianapolis Star, pp. D1-D2.

Reynolds, A. F. (1995, February 26). Businessman invests time and money in
neighborhood. Indianapolis Star.

Riled residents protest against welding plans. (1993, November 30). Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Riley Towers takes its place as “crown jewel.” (1995, November 3.) RentIndy, pp. 1-
2.

Robson, W. (1985). Public enterprise developments in social ownership and control
in Great Britain. New York: Garland.

Rubin, H. J. (1993, April). There aren’t going to be any bakeries here if there is no
money to afford jelly-rolls: The organic theory of community-based
development. Paper presented at the 23rd annual meeting of the Urban Affairs
Association, Indianapolis, IN.

Rubin, H. J., & Rubin, [. S. (1992). Community organizing and development. New
York: Macmillan.

Salamon, L. M. (1992). America’s nonprofit sector: A primer. Baltimore: The
Foundation Center.

Saltman, J. (1990). A4 fragile movement: The struggle for neighborhood stabilization.
New York: Greenwood Press.

Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S. W, & Earls, F. (1997). Neighborhoods and violent
crime: A multilevel study of collective efficacy. Science, 277, 918-923.

Schill, M. H., & Nathan, R. P. (1983). Revitalizing America’s cities: Neighborhood
reinvestment and displacement. Albany, NY: State University of New York.

School days, school raze. (1994, July 22). Indianapolis News, p. B3.

324



School setting. (1994, April 19). Indianapolis News, p. E3.

Schuckel, K. (1992, September 7). Despite crime problem, it’s still “home”: “Dodge
City” resident aim at reforms. Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Schuckel, K. (1993, n.d.). Neighbors distrust city, HUD: Residents say agencies fail
to empower them. /ndianapolis News, pp. E1-E2.

Schuckel, K. (1993, February 20). Plant expansion will mean jobs for neighbors.
Indianapolis News, p. D2.

Schuckel, K. (1993, March 8). Neighbors stick together: Apartment dwellers feel
betrayed by city. Indianapolis News, pp. A1-A2.

Schuckel, K. (1993, March 17). School center opens arms to neighbors.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Schuckel, K. (1993, May 5). Neighbors delay opening of club. Indianapolis News.

Schuckel, K. (1993, May 27). Insecticide forces out residents: Leaking barrel
discovered at low-income housing unit. Indianapolis News, pp. C1-C2.

Schuckel, K. (1993, November 1). Deal reached on liquor stores: Owner agrees to
close one 500 Liquors outlet. Indianapolis News, pp. D1-D2.

Schuckel, K. (1993, November 2). Neighbors hope closing will help: Liquor store
outlet called crime magnet. Indianapolis News, pp. B1-B2.

Schuckel, K. (1993, December 17). City helps woman find new home: Black family
left Ravenswood under cloud of racial tension. Indianapolis News.

Schuckel, K. (1994, August 24). Women priest is tired of debate. Indianapolis News.

Schuckel, K. (1994, September 24). Neighbors celebrate store ruling: Order takes
license from westside 500 liquors. Indianapolis News, pp. D1-D2.

Schuckel, K. (1994, November 17). No Mozel Sanders Thanksgiving dinner this
year. Indianapolis News.

Schultze, W. A. (1985). Urban politics: A political economy approach. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Schumaker, P., Bolland, J. M., & Feiock, R. C. (1986). Economic development

policy and community conflict: A comparative issues approach. Research in
Urban Policy, 2, 25-46.

325



Schumpeter, J. A. (1950). Capitalism, socialism and democracy (3™ ed.). Evanston,
IL: Harper & Row.

Scott, H. (1984). Working your way to the bottom: The feminization of poverty.
Boston: Pandora Press.

Scott, W. R. (2001). Institutions and organizations (2™ ed.). Thousands Oaks, CA:
Sage.

Selznick, P. (1957). Leadership in administration: A sociological interpretation.
Evanston, IL: Row, Peterson & Co.

Shaffer, D. J. (1994, October 25). Central Soya sets sights on new plant site-soybean-
processing company won’t rebuild in Indianapolis after June explosion’s
damage. Indianapolis Star, pp. D1-D2.

Shaffer, R. (1989). Community economics: Economic structure and change in
smaller communities. Ames, IA: Iowa State University Press.

Sharp. E. (1996, August 11). CDCs build homes and lives. Indianapolis Star, p. H1-
H2.

Sharp, J. E. M. (1995, November 16). Apartment construction growth keeps pace
with demand. Indianapolis News, p. B9.

Shaughnessy, J. (1994, May 13). Guiding light in city now gets spotlight with
Clinton. Indianapolis Star, pp. F1-F2.

Shavelson, J. (1989). Bottom up populism: The lessons for citizen and community
empowerment. Ann Arbor, MI.: University of Michigan Press.

Sherman, H. (1966). It all depends: A pragmatic approach to organizations.
Tuscaloosa, AL: University of Alabama Press.

Sherraden, M. (1991). Assets and the poor: A new American welfare policy.
Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe.

Shiffman, R., & Motley, S. (1990). Comprehensive and integrative planning for
community development. New York: Graduate School of Management and
Urban Policy, New School for Social Research.

Simon, H. A. (1981). The sciences of the artificial. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Singleton, R., Jr., Straits, B. C., Straits, M. M., & McAllister, R. J. (1988).
Approaches to social research. New York: Oxford University Press.

326



Smith, B. (1994, December 4). Block goes from homely to homey. Indianapolis
Star, p. H1-H2.

Smith, B. (1995, August 20). Ransom rejuvenation. Indianapolis Star, pp. H1-H2.
Smith, B., & Bauder, K. (1988, August). Renewing the Avenue. City, pp. 44-49.

Smith, B C. (1994, November 27). Renters gain equity and hope: Near-Eastside
project turns home-ownership dreams into reality. Indianapolis Star.

Smith, B C. (1994, December 4). Block goes from homely to homey—renovations
project turns a deteriorating block in the inner city into low-cost housing.
Indianapolis Star, p. H1.

Smith, J. E. (1994, June 9.) Ex-pastor’s indecency case is dismissed. Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Smith, J. E. (1995, January 7.) Criminal attorney heeds higher call—lawyer juggles
his daily caseload as he studies at local seminary. Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Smoking blamed. (1993, November 5). Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Smulevitz, H. M. (1995, November 4). Group opposes condos on levee-flood
protection that could be weakened is one of the objections of a Nora area
group. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Southeast Neighborhood Development, Inc. (SEND). (n.d.) Articles of incorporation
and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: SEND.

Squires, G. D. (Ed.) (1989). Unequal partnership: The political economy of urban
redevelopment in postwar America. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University
Press.

Squires, G. D. (1991). Partnership and the pursuit of the private city. In M.
Gottdiener & C. Pickvance, (Eds.), Urban life in transition (Urban Affairs
Annual Reviews, Vol. 39). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Squires, G. D. (1994). Capital and communities in black and white: The
intersections of race, class, and uneven development. Albany, NY: State

University of New York Press.

Steinbach, C. (1999, March/April). After the Fall. Shelterforce Online
(www.nhi.org/online/issues/104/steinbach.html), pp. 1-5.

327



Stinchcomb, A. L. (1965). Social structure and organizations. In J. G. March, (Ed.),
Handbook of organizations (pp. 142-169). Chicago: Rand McNally &
Company.

Stoecker, R. (1998). The community development corporation model of urban
redevelopment: A critique and an alternative. Journal of Urban Affairs, 19, 1-
23.

Stokes, D. (1992, July 17). Volunteers ready to aid homeowners. Indianapolis
News, p. C2.

Stokes, D. (1992, September 3). Block party aims at community spirit. Indianapolis
News, p.C3.

Stokes, D. (1992, September 11). Flanner House may become “escape.”
Indianapolis News, p.C3.

Stokes, D. (1992, December 9). City wants church to repair seven run-down houses:
Can’t afford to, pastor responds. Indianapolis News.

Stokes, D. (1992, December 11). Plan to add group home upsets neighborhood.
Indianapolis News, p. D3.

Stokes, D. (1993, January 11). Woman defends her home—downtown canal area
resident thinks officials are misguided. /ndianapolis News, p. B3.

Stokes, D. (1993, January 16). Vacant homes destined for temporary housing.
Indianapolis News, p. B2.

Stokes, D. (1993, February 6). Neighborhood group pleased by denial of liquor
permit. Indianapolis News, p. D2.

Stokes, D. (1993, February 12). Neighborhood demands action. Indianapolis News,
p. D3.

Stokes, D. (1993, March 11). Roots of Ransom Place preserved. Indianapolis News,
p. C3.

Stokes, D. (1993, March 3). Neighbors voice objection to truck traffic. Indianapolis
News, p. D3.

Stokes, D. (1993, April 1). Growing group tries to help youngsters. Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Stokes, D. (1993, April 13). Neighbors differ over recycling plant route.
Indianapolis News, p. B2.

328



Stokes, D. (1993, April 16). Community targeted for $16 milion. Indianapolis
News, p. C3.

Stokes, D. (1993, May 3). Garfield Park plans please its “mayor.” Indianapolis
News.

Stokes, D. (1993, May 8). Housing development to enhance community.
Indianapolis News, p. D2.

Stokes, D. (1993, May 17). Motorcycle club wants to stay put: Members cite image
problem in near-Eastside zoning dispute. Indianapolis News.

Stokes, D. (1993, June 24). Two neighborhood groups combine. Indianapolis News,
p. B3.

Stokes, D. (1993, July 29). Neighborhood organizes for action. /ndianapolis News,
p- D3.

Stokes, D. (1993, July 31). South village neighbors organize-junkyard plan, weeds
along parkway helped unite community. Indianapolis News, p. D2.

Stokes, D. (1993, August 24). Dispute pits resident against bar owner. Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Stokes, D. (1993, August 27). Vegetables flourish on land where rundown house
stood. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Stokes, D. (1993, September 16). Neighbors fear housing project. Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Stokes, D. (1993, September 24). Low-wage homes set to occupy vacant property.
Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Stokes, D. (1993, October 1). East Street residents reach dead end. Indianapolis
News, p. C3.

Stokes, D. (1993, October 16). Communities honor five good neighbors: Recipients
surprised good deeds noticed. Indianapolis News, p. B2.

Stokes, D. (1993, October 21). Zoning status flusters neighborhood-residents area
zoned industrial. Indianapolis News, p. B3.

Stokes, D. (1993, October 28). Firm sets spring demolition for Essex House.
Indianapolis News, p. D3.

329



Stokes, D. (1993, November 10). Residents worry about “ifs” in development plan.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Stokes, D. (1994, May 24). Low-cost housing for AIDS victims on drawing board.
Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Stone, C. N., Whelan, R. K., & Muron, W. J. (1986). Urban policy and politics in a
bureaucratic age (2™ ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Stone, C. N. (1989). Regime politics: Governing Atlanta 1946-1988. Lawrence,
KS: University Press of Kansas.

Sturgeon, J. (1994, Summer). Payton’s Place. Indianapolis CEO, pp. 14-18.

Sullivan, M. L. (1993). More than housing: How community development
corporations go about changing lives and neighborhoods. New York:
Community Development Research Center, Graduate School of Management
and Urban Policy, New School for Social Research.

Sullivan, M. L. (1990). Studying the effects of community development corporations
on social control: An anthropological approach. New York: Community
Development Research Center at Graduate School of Management and Urban
Policy, New School for Social Research.

Sullivan, R. (1993, September 17). Fixer-uppers: Some of the best are on the tour of
Old Northside. Indianapolis News, p. El.

Sviridoff, M. (1994). The seeds of urban renewal. The Public Interest, Winter, 82-
103.

Swack, M. (1990, January). Economics and people: A case for community
development. Paper presented at the Conference on Community Development

for the Government of Dominica.

Symon, G., & Cassel, C. (Eds.). (1998). Qualitative methods and analysis in
organizational research: A practical guide. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Tabb, W. K., & Sawers, L. (1984). Marxism and the metropolis: New perspectives
in urban political economy (2" ed.). New York: Oxford University Press.

Taub, R. P. (1988). Community capitalism. Boston: Harvard Business School Press.

Taub, R. P. (1990). Nuance and meaning in community development: Finding
community and development. New York: New School for Social Research.

330



Teaford, J .C. (1979). City and suburb: The political fragmentation of metropolitan
America, 1850-1970. Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Teng-Yarabe, W. (1993, March 27). Fires hit African-American community hard.
Indianapolis Recorder.

Third house no charm. (1994, May 11). Indianapolis News, p. C1.

Thomas, J. B. (1995, October 2-8). New art for city’s art district-original play on
stage this month; sculpture to get spring unveiling. Indianapolis Business
Journal, p. 43A.

Thomas, W. C. (1993, January 17). Partnership offers temporary homes, new
foundations. Indianapolis Star, pp. B1-B2.

Thomson woos buyer for former Eastside headquarters. (1994, October 21).
Indianapolis Star, p. D2.

Traynor, B. (1993). Community development and community organizing. Orange,
NIJ: Shelterforce.

Trounstine, P. J., & Christenson, T. (1982). Movers and shakers: The study of
community power. New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Trusnik, M. (1993, May 2). Driver found shot to death in cab. Indianapolis News, p.
Bl.

Tumner, R. S. (1993, September). Community development experiences:
Qrganizational dependence or liberation? Paper presented at the annual
meeting of the American Political Science Association, Washington, D.C.

Turner, R. S. (1994, March). Elements of local housing responsiveness: The
implication of housing strategies. Paper presented at the annual meeting of
the Urban Affairs Association, New Orleans, LA.

Two sides of the canal. (1992, October 23). Indianapolis News.

United States Census Bureau. (1990). U.S. census population and housing.
Washington, D.C.: GPO.

UNWA. (1995). Itis time for the neighoborhoods to mobilize to action. The
UN.W.A. Scene, 1(2), p. 1.

Valley Neighborhood organizational meeting. (1994, October 5). Westside
Enterprise, p. 4.

331



Verba, S., & Nie, N. H. (1972). Participation in America: Political democracy and
social equality. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Vidal, A. C. (1992). Rebuilding communities: A national study of urban community
development corporations. New York: Community Development Research
Center at Graduate School of Management and Urban Policy, New School for
Social Research.

Wade, L. L. (Ed.). (1983). Political economy: Recent views. Boston: Kluwer-
Nijhoff.

Walsh, A. H. (1978). The public's business: The politics and practices of
government corporations. Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press.

Wamsley, G. L., & Zald, M. N. (1973a). The political economy of public
organizations. Public Administration Review, 33(1), 62-73.

Wamsley, G. L., & Zald, M. N. (1973b). The political economy of public
organizations: A critique and approach to the study of public administration.
Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Warren, D. 1. (1975). Black neighborhoods: An assessment of community power.
Ann Arbor, MI: The University of Michigan Press.

Warren, R. (1975). External forces affecting local communities—Bad news and
good news. Journal of the Community Development Society, 6(2), 5-13.

Warren, R. L. (1972). The community in America (2™ ed.). Chicago: Rand McNally
& Company.

Waste, R. J. (Ed.). (1986). Community power: Directions for future research.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Waste, R. J. (1989). The ecology of city policymaking. New York: Oxford
University Press.

Weaver, R. K., & Rockman, B. (Eds.). (1993). Do institutions matter? Government
capabilities in the United States and abroad. Washington, D.C.: Brookings
Institution.

Weisbrod, B. A. (1988). The nonprofit economy. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Wellman, B., & Berkowitz, S. D. (1988). Social structures: A network approach.
New York: Cambridge University Press.

332



Wesley UMC Survival Skills for Women fall workshops continue. (1996, September
26). Indianapolis Recorder.

City of Indianapolis. (1992, April). West Indianapolis/Harding Street Neighborhood
Plan. Indianapolis, IN: Department of Metropolitan Development, Division
of Planning.

West Indianapolis Development Corporation. (1993a). Articles of incorporation and
bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: WCDC.

Westside Community Development Corporation. (1993b). Updated articles of
incorporation and bylaws. Indianapolis, IN: WCDC.

Wetzel, D. (1994, July 30). Jury finds man guilty in slaying-killer came to city to
kill black person. Indianapolis News, p. D1.

Wetzel, D. (1994, August 27). Cocaine and heavy workloads daunt police in
neighborhoods. Indianapolis News, p. A1l.

Werther, W. B., & Berman, E. M. (2001). Third sector management: The art of
managing nonprofit organizations. Washington, D.C.: Georgetown
University Press.

Whitfield, A. (1993, December 3). Youthbuild offers perfect chance for dropouts:
Program provides marketable trade, diploma and housing. Indianapolis News,
p- B3.

Whitfield, A. (1994, September 1). Service golden for kids: Aiding seniors is lesson
of love. Indianapolis News, p. C3.

Wiesman, L. K. (1994). Discrimination by design: A feminist critique of the man-
made environment. Chicago: University of Illinois Press.

Wiewel, W., & Weintraub, J. (1990). Community development corporations as a
tool for economic development. In R. D. Bingham et al., (Eds.), Financing
economic development: An institutional response (pp.166-176). Newbury
Park, CA: Sage.

Wileden, A. F. (1970). Community development: The dynamics of planned change.
Totowa, NJ: Bedminster.

Wilson, W. J. (1987). The truly disadvantaged: The inner city, the underclass, and
public policy. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Wittman, D. A. (1995). The myth of democratic failure: Why political institutions
are efficient. Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

333



Wolf, R. (1993, August 10). Residents to expand park: Site honors young nurse slain
in $1.40 robbery. Indianapolis News, p. D2.

Workman, C. (n.d.). A street of dreams and schemes. Indianapolis Recorder.

Yates, D. (1973). Neighborhood democracy: The politics and impacts of
Decentralization. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Yin, R. K. (1982). Conserving America’s neighborhoods. New York: Plenum Press

Yin, R. K. (1989). Case Study research: Design and methods. Newbury Park, CA:
Sage.

Young, D. (1987). Executive leadership in nonprofit organizations. In W. W.
Powell, (Ed.), The nonprofit sector: A research handbook (pp. 167-179). New
Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Young, D. R., & Hammack, D. C. (1993). Nonprofit organizations in a market
economy: Common threads and research issues. In D. C. Hammack & D. R.
Young, (Eds.), Nonprofit organizations in a market economy (pp. 398-419).
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Young, D. R., Hollister, R. M., Hodgkinson, V. A, et al. (1993). Governing,
leading, and managing nonprofit organizations: New insights from research
and practice. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Young, J. (1994, August 27). New home. Indianapolis News.

Zimmerman, J. F. (1972). The federated city: Community control in large cities.
New York: St. Martin’s Press.

Zogg, J. (1992, August 28). City to clean up “The Jungle”: Haven for homeless was
site of slaying. Indianapolis News, p. Al.

Zogg,J. (1994, February 9). Perry meeting date set. Indianapolis News, p. E3.

Zogg, J. (1994, March 2). Townships want to take over busing: IPS currently
transport desegregation students. /ndianapolis News, p. E3.

Zogg,J. (1994, August 9). Perry schools face complaint. /ndianapolis News, p. B3.

Zogg, J. (1994, October S). Perry schools will draft racial policy. Indianapolis
News, p. B3.

Zogg, J. (1994, October 26). Perry panel met in secret. Indianapolis News, pp. Bl-
B2.

334



Zucker, L. G. (1988). Institutional patterns and organizations: Culture and
environment. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger.

335




CURRICULUM VITAE

AVRA J. JOHNSON
2123 Lymington Rd.
Carrollton, Texas 75007-3244
(972) 394-1520

ACADEMIC DEGREES:

Ph.D. Public Policy, Indiana University, 2001, Bloomington,
Indiana

M.A. Government, Texas Woman’s University, 1990, Denton,
Texas

B.S. Political Science, University of Houston, 1978,

Houston, Texas

FIELDS OF SPECIALIZATION:

Primary Field: Public Policy

Secondary Fields: American Politics, Urban Affairs

Research: Community and Neighborhood Development,
especially focusing on Community Development
Corporations.

PROFESSIONAL POSITIONS:

1996-2001 Lecturer, Texas Woman’s University, Denton, Texas

1996 Adjunct Professor, Texas Woman’s University, Denton,
Texas

1992-1995 Research Assistant, Center for Urban Policy and the
Environment, [UPUI, Indianapolis, Indiana

1992 Program Facilitator, Institute for the Study of

Development Disabilities, Indiana University,
Bloomington, Indiana

1991-1992 Associate Instructor, Department of Political Science,
Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana

1989-1990 Graduate Teaching Assistant, Texas Women’s
University, Denton, Texas

1989 Student-Teacher, Carrollton-Farmers Branch ISD,

Carroilton, Texas



TEACHING EXPERIENCE:

U S National! Government Seminar in Public Policy

Texas Government Urban Politics/Policy

Urban Government Neighborhood/Community Development
Public Administration State Politics/Policy

Political Participation Program Evaluation

FELLOWSHIPS AND AWARDS:

Outstanding Undergraduate Teacher for the College of Arts and Sciences,
2000-2001

McNair Faculty Mentor

Pioneer for Diversity Faculty Award Fall 1998 & Spring 1999

Whe's Who Among America’s Teachers, 1998-2000 (multiple recipient)

Who’s Who Among Students in American Colleges and Universities, 1990

American Political Science Association Minority Scholarship, 1990

Phi Alpha Theta, 1989

Pi Sigma Alpha, 1988

COMMITTEES:

Library & Media Services Committee, Chair (2000-2001)

Neighborhood Advisory Commission, Carrollton, Texas

State Employee’s Charitable Contribution Steering Committee

Theses and Professional Paper Committees of Graduate Students (1998-2001)

Retired and Senior Volunteer Program

Department Special Event Committee Chair

Library and Media Services, Texas Woman’s University

Black History Planning Committee, Texas Woman’s University

State Employee’s Charitable Contribution Committee, Texas Woman’s
University

Sociology Faculty Search Committee

Training Committee, Indianapolis Neighborhood Resource Center,
Indianapolis, Indiana

Minority Vendor Fair, United Way of Central Indiana, Indianapolis, Indiana

Working Group on Citizen Participation, City of Indianapolis, Indianapolis,
Indiana



CONSULTING EXPERIENCE:

City of Indianapolis Department of Planning
Near Westside Neighborhood Plan
Southeast Neighborhood Plan (Fountain Square-Fletcher Place)
Near Westside Neighborhood Planning Strategy (Annie Casey) Indianapolis,
Indiana
Indianapolis CDCs Taskforce on Affordable Housing
Newton County Sheriff, Newton, Indiana

TECHNICAL TRAINING:

SPSS Windows Statistical Training Workshop, September 1998 and February
1999

Community Economic Development Training, Indiana Legal Services Support
Center (ILSSC) and the National Economic Development and Law
Center (NEDLC), Indianapolis, Indiana, September 18, 1993.

Consolidated Plan Training, HUD, Indianapolis, Indiana, October 31-
November 2, 1994

Board Member Training, Martindale-Brightwood CDC, Indianapolis, Indiana,
Fall 1994

PUBLICATIONS:
Journals:
Swindell, David, Sue Crawford, and Avra Johnson, “Citizen Participation in

an Era of Reinventing Government,” Research in Public
Administration, (Fall 1998).

Technical Reports:

Johnson, Avra J., “An Evaluation of Early Childhood Program,” Institute for
the Study of Developmental Disabilities, 1992.

Swindell, David, Thomas Cooke, and Avra J. Johnson, “A Transportation
Needs Assessment for the Near Westside Area: Indianapolis,
Indiana,” Center for Urban Policy and the Environment, 1993.

Crawford, Sue, Avra J. Johnson, and David Swindell with Lydia Amerson,
Roger B. Parks, and David M. Robb, “Turning Toward Neighborhoods:
A Preliminary Report,” Center for Urban Policy and the Environment,
1994, Publication No. 94-U31.



Amerson, Lydia, Sue E. S. Crawford, Avra J. Johnson, Roger B. Parks, David
M. Robb, David Swindell, “Turning Toward Neighborhood: Progress
Report,” Center for Urban

Presentations:

Johnson, Avra J., “Race, Class, and Presidential Voting in Congressional
Districts,” presented at the 1992 Indiana Political Science Association
in Bloomington, Indiana, April 24, 1992.

Crawford, Sue E. S., Gina L. Davis, Richard C.K. Hung, Avra J. Johnson,
Roger B. Parks, Thomas A.P. Sinclair, and David Swindell,
“Neighborhoods and Local Organizations in Indianapolis: Speculation
and Hypotheses,” presented at the 1992 Annual Meeting of Political
Science Association in Chicago, Illinois, September 4, 1992.

Johnson, Avra J., “Community Development Corporations in Indianapolis: A
Comparative Analysis,” presented at the 23rd Urban Affairs
Association in Indianapolis, Indiana, April 22, 1993.

Johnson, Avra J. and Roger B. Parks, “Executive Leadership and the
Provision of Housing: Who is Providing Affordable Housing in
Indianapolis?,” presented at the 1994 Annual Meeting of Urban
Affairs Association in New Orleans, Louisiana, March 3-5, 1994.

Johnson, Avra J., “Views from the Neighborhoods: Church Involvement in
Community Development,” presented at the Butler University
Symposium on Black Churches: Community Development and Public
Policy, Butler University, Indianapolis, Indiana, October 18, 1994.

Johnson, Avra J., “Moving Beyond Housing: The Inclusion of Social and
Economic Development,” presented at the Near North Development
Corporation’ Board Meeting, Indianapolis, Indiana, March 28, 1995.

Johnson, Avra J., David Swindell, and Sue E. S. Crawford, “Grantsmanship
and Citizenship: Lessons from the Near Westside,” presented at the
25th Urban Affairs Association in Portland, Oregon, May 3-6, 1995.

Parks, Roger B., Lydia Amerson, Avra J. Johnson, David Robb, Sue E. S.
Crawford, and David Swindell, “Neighborhood Empowerment: Can It
Happen? Does It Matter?,” presented at 1995 Annual Meeting of the
American Political Science Association, Chicago Hilton and Towers,
August 31-September 3, 1995.



Parks, Roger B., Avra J. Johnson, and David Robb, Lydia Amerson, Sue E. S.
Crawford, and David Swindell, “Neighborhood Empowerment: Can It
Happen? Does It Matter,” presented at 2996 Annual Meetings of the
Urban Affairs Association, New York, March 13-16, 1996.

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS:

American Political Science Association
American Society for Public Administration
Community Development Society

Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies
Southwest Social Science Association
Southern Political Science Association

Urban Affairs Association

Phi Alpha Theta

REFERENCES:

Professor Robert Agranoff

School of Public and Environmental Affairs
Indiana University

Bloomington, Indiana 47405

(812) 855-5058

agranoff@indiana.edu

Professor Roger B. Parks

School of Public and Environmental Affairs
Indiana University

Bloomington, Indiana 47405

(812) 855-2947

parks@indiana.edu

Professor Paul Travis

Department of History and Government
Texas Woman’s University

Denton, Texas 76204

(940) 898-2147

ptravis@twu.edu

Professor Gerald C. Wright
Department of Political Science
Indiana University
Bloomington, Indiana 47405
(812) 855-6308

wrightl @indiana.edu



