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, After a brief review of the urban poverty context, this paper considers the role of housing policy as
part of an urban poverty strategy. Section II examines housing mobility as a technique that can enable poor
families to escape urban ghettos. Section III explores economic integration as a component of ghetto
rebuilding efforts. Section IV then seeks to ground the paper’s housing policy recommendations in broader
thinking about urban poverty strategies.

1. The Context -

A quarter of a century ago, after widespread urban riots, the Kerner Commission told us that America
was moving toward two societies, “one black, one white—separate and unequal.” The Commission enjoined
the nation to address pervasive residential segregation, including particularly the isolation of urban minority
residents from the suburbs to which, increasingly, jobs were moving,. ! D '

After the 1992 Los Angeles riot—according to some the worst urban riot in our history— we did not
even appoint a new commission. It would have struck many as “redundant,” it was said; there was a “weary
familiarity” in the anger and despair that greeted journalists as they hit the streets of devastated areas tq inter-
view the mostly young, poor, minority, jobless protagonists.2 '

Today racial residential segregation remains intense3 and in many major cities concentrations of ghetto
poverty, particularly black ghetto poverty, are growing.# Fortune Magazine, hardly a journal of extremist
social commentary, describes American society circa 1993 as consisting of an “Us”—“mostly white,
ensconced in suburban comfort, full of plans and ambitions,” and a “Them”— “mostly black and brown and
yellow, mired in the mean streets of the inner city, future doubtful.”> Newsweek sounds a similar theme.
Decades of racial progress, the magazine says, have given way to growing resentments on both sides of the
color line that are savaging our politics, our schools, our communities, our lives. First among black resent-
ments is: “Much of this [black] underclass lives all but penned up in projects and deteriorating ghettos . . .
without any realistic prospect of escaping.”®

The poor, it is said, have always been with us, and always will be. Perhaps so. But in many major
cities unrelieved concentrations of impoverished, disproportionately black families, under the changed
economic and social conditions of the post World War II years, appear to be a virulent new strain of the poverty
disease that has become one of our most important domestic policy issues.” Nicholas Lemann calls the urban
underclass “the principle problem in American domestic life—a problem that poisons not just race relations
but also our attitudes toward education, law enforcement, and city life itself.”8 As Jason DeParle of the
New York Times puts it,

“[T]he poverty and disorder of the inner cities lacerate a larger civic fabric, drawing people
from shared institutions like subways, buses, parks, schools and even cities themselves . . .
The increasing concentration of urban poverty undermines faith in Government as the instru-
ment of the popular will, producing an epic tale of governmental breakdown told in terms of
crowded clinics, failing foster care, ineffective law enforcement and burdened or neglected
social services. Perhaps most damaging of all is the effect that urban poverty has on race rela-
tions. It is like a poison in the national groundwater that is producing a thousand deformed
fruits, from race-based campaigns for public office to taxicabs that do not stop for black men
at night.”9

Even though most Americans (217 of 249 million) are not poor, and even though most of the 32 mil-
lion poor do not live in urban ghettos, the Lemann and DeParle observations {and those of Fortune and
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Newsweek) help to explain why urban ghettos are a problem for Americans out of all proportion to the number
of persons who live in them.10

The evolution of our end-of-the-century form of the urban poverty disease has been charted by a
number of observers.!! With the end of legal segregation in the 1950s and 1960s, working- and middle-class
blacks were able to flee inner-city ghettos (though frequently to communities which were or would soon
become predominantly black), weakening institutions and stripping the ghetto of its mainstream role models.
In the 1940s, 1950s, and as late as the 1960s, says William Julius Wilson, such blacks in ghetto communities
provided stability and reinforced and perpetuated mainstream behavior patterns. Their departure left behind
much higher concentrations of the most disadvantaged of the black population and removed an important
“social buffer” that had helped keep alive the perception that education was meaningful, employment a viable
alternative to welfare, and family stability the norm, not the exception.!2

Then, during the 1970s and 1980s, northern cities lost dramatically large numbers of blue-collar and
low-skill jobs. Simultaneously these cities also experienced large increases in their populations of young
blacks with no education beyond high school, the offspring of those who had migrated to northern cities during
the 1950s and 1960s when inner-city jobs requiring only limited education and skills were far more plentiful.
As low-skill jobs dispersed to the suburbs or disappeared because of technological change, unemployed blacks
were left in job-poor, inner-city locations.13

By 1980, the impact of these two developments was of “catastrophic proportions,” leading to socially
isolated communities characterized by high rates not only of joblessness but also of teenage pregnancies, out-
of-wedlock births, single-parent families, welfare dependency, and serious crime.!4 Whereas in 1960 most
adults were working, even in poor black neighborhoods, such neighborhoods came to house few middle- or
working-class families; the great majority of their adults was unemployed. Poor neighborhoods not organized

around work, Wilson believes, constitute “the most fundamental and most significant change in the black com-
munity over the last several decades.”15

For poorly educated youth in such inner-city areas the underground economy may seem to be the only
option, an option that pushes their neighborhoods further along a downward spiral:

Large concentrations of those who have become dependent on the urban under-
ground economy pose serious problems (crime, drug abuse, loitering, vandalism)
that dissuade businesses from locating nearby and push out more economically
stable families and others who eschew such behaviors. As a consequence, not
only do local employment opportunities further deteriorate, reinforcing neighbor-
hood economic decline, but also selective out-migration of more mamstream—
onented residents spatially isolates the most disadvantaged.!6 N

John D. Kasarda places these ghetto-specific developments in a wider central city context which he
terms the functional and demographic transformation of older, larger U. S. cities. “Functional transformation”
refers to the cities’ change from centers of production and distribution to centers of administration, informa- _
tion exchange and higher-skill service—with the attendant loss of blue-collar and low-skill jobs.
“Demographic transformation” refers to the cities” population change in the post World War II years from pre-
dominantly white to heavily or predominantly minority. These transformations, Kasarda says, contribute to
minority urban unemployment, to the spatial isolation of low-income minorities, and to rising levels of urban

poverty and welfare dependency, accompanied by crime, poor schools, deteriorating infrastructures, and resi-
dential and commercial decay.!”
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Calling Kasarda’s “spatial isolation” by its rightful name of racial segregation, Douglas S. Massey
makes the further point that bootstraps have been denied to blacks who are born and grow up in such ghetto
communities. Residential mobility, according to Massey, has been the crucial avenue of social mobility in
America, the central mechanism by which families improve socioeconomic prospects for themselves and their
children. For most American ethnic groups, Massey says, socioeconomic mobility is a cumulative process:
economic advancement (a better job, a raise) is translated into residential progress (a neighborhood with better
schools, peer influences, social contacts, etc.), which in turn leads to additional socioeconomic gains (children
Teceive better education and get better jobs). Americans appear to agree, for nearly three-quarters of them
believe that a good neighborhood is more important than a good house.!8 Yet this normal avenue for cumu-
lative socioeconomic advancement is largely closed to blacks because of racial barriers to residential
mobility.19

In addition, because blacks in general have lower incomes and higher poverty rates than whites, pre-
dominantly black neighborhoods are likely to have the highest concentrations of low income levels and
poverty. Decreases in blue-collar inner-city jobs disproportionately affect such neighborhoods. The result is
that growing concentrations of poverty reinforce themselves as increasing unemployment further drains
income and erodes the ability of local businesses to survive.20 '

Massey supports his thesis with analyses that point to racial discrimination— not income levels, black
locational preferences, or any other reason—as the primary explanation for black residential segregation. But
whatever the causal factors, pervasive racial segregation bars much of the black population from America’s
normal avenue to socioeconomic progress. Racial segregation, Massey concludes, is responsible for a “new,
concentrated form of urban poverty,” and is a primary structural factor behind the creation of the underclass.2!

Enter housing policy. For if Massey is right, a major cause of our modern strain of urban poverty is
the residential confinement of large portions of our minority poor, especially blacks, to Wilson’s “neighbor-
hoods not organized around work.” Should it not be the office of housing policy to relieve that confinement
by opening avenues of residential mobility that could lead to socio-economic advancement? (And, as we argue
in Section III, to improved chances for “rescuing” at least some desolate inner-city neighborhoods through the
community rebuilding process.)

Charging it with a mobility mission respecting the confined urban poor would merely be the most
recent of numerous shifts in “housing policy”—temiporary way stations for the depression poor; construction
Jobs; slum clearance; home ownership; a decent home in a suitable environment. From excluding welfare
families and serving only the “aristocracy of the poor,” to building concentrated enclaves for the very poor.22
From shelter as an end in itself, with public housing authorities barred from providing social services,23 to
mandating public housing authorities to foster “family self-sufficiency.”24 From rigid adherence to societal
norms of racial separation?’ to desegregation.26

Against such a varied background the Cisneros HUD Administration is plainly entitled to shape its
own view of housing policy, and indeed may be ready to embrace the mobility mission. Secretary Cisneros
has said that among HUD’s highest priorities is to attack the “Extreme Spatial Segregations In Our
Communities by Race, Class and Income,” an attack which is to include “Mobility Strategies for People to

Seek Opportunity” and “De-Concentration of Poorest Populations.”2? The question, of course, is how—and
to that we now turn. S

II. The Mobility Mission.

Chicago’s Gautreaux Program is a starting point for a discussion of mobility. The program derives
from a 1966 housing desegregation lawsuit by black public housing residents against the Chicago Housing
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Authority and HUD. Following liability determinations, HUD has since 1976 provided Section 8 rental
subsidies and funded a fair housing organization, the Leadership Council for Metropolitan Open Communities,
to assist 300-400 public housing families a year to rent apartments in the private market throughout the
Chicago metropolitan area in census tracts having a black population of under thirty percent.28

Seventeen years and five thousand families later it appears that Gautreaux families who move to the
suburbs do much better, economically and educationally, than Gautreaux families who move within Chicago.
Studies by Northwestern University show that even though the Gautreaux Program involves little or no assis-
tance in job placement, Gautreaux mothers who move to the suburbs are significantly more likely to find jobs
than Gautreaux mothers who move within the city. The studies also show that Gautreaux children in the
suburbs are more likely to remain in school, enter and graduate from college, and find jobs than their city coun-
terparts.2? The findings strongly suggest that moving to a better neighborhood—Massey’s “crucial avenue of
social mobility”— works for the ghetto poor. Indeed, albeit after many years, the Gautreaux findings eventually

led HUD to pronounce that “living outside of an area of poverty by itself has positive effects for high-risk
families.”30 ' /

In 1991-92, Congress finally responded to the Gautreaux experience and appropriated $70 million
from fiscal 1992 and 1993 funds for a “Moving to Opportunity” (MTO) demonstration in up to six large cities.
The demonstration is modeled on Gautreaux but uses low poverty rather than freedom from racial impaction
as its locational criterion.3] The fiscal 1992-93 appropriations will supply approximately 1,900 new Section 8
certificates and vouchers.32 For fiscal 1994, Congress greatly expanded MTO, appropriating $164 million
which should provide about 4,350 additional certificates and vouchers.33

Under HUD’s MTO guidelines (issued after long delay in August 1993) public housing families with
children may enter the program if they live in a participating city’s “high-poverty” census tracts—defined as
tracts with a poverty population of at least 40 percent. Families selected from an MTO waiting list will be split
randomly into three groups. The “experimental group” may move only to low-poverty census tracts— those
with poverty populations of less than 10 percent. Experimental families are to receive intensive housing coun-
seling services from a nonprofit organization working with the local housing authority. The services include
aggressive recruitment of landlords, home visits to participating families, advice concerning the advantages of
low-poverty areas, instruction and assistance in carrying out housing searches, and modest supportive services
after a move is made. Section 8 “comparison” families will receive only the more limited counseling usually
provided by the PHA to Section 8 participants; they are not restricted to low-poverty census tracts but may
move anywhere. A second control group will not receive Section 8 subsidies at all, and most will therefore
continue to reside in public housing. The demonstration is expected to get underway in mid-1994.34

Gautreaux and MTO bristle with interesting questions. For example, what are the requisites for
success? Landlord recruitment? Counseling? Housing search assistance? Post-move support? All of these?
Some only? If so, which ones? At the threshold, however, we need to know (1) whether the favorable
Gautreaux experience can be replicated in other metropolitan areas and, if so, (2) whether the Gautreaux/MTO
approach can be “scaled up” to involve larger numbers of families.

As to replication, the Leadership Council’s experience suggests that aggressive landlord recruitment,
at least at the outset of a program, and effective housing search assistance by dedicated counselors, are the keys
to successful Gautreaux-type administration. Gautreaux families receive: (1) thorough information about the .
Section 8 program; (2) an understanding of the potential advantages (especially respecting job and school
possibilities) of moving to low-poverty areas; (3) detailed, relevant information about the metropolitan area;
(4) instruction in “selling” themselves as good tenants to hesitant landlords; (5) housing search assistance,
including transportation and instruction in search techniques; and (6) some post-move support services.
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Performing these tasks well is a considerable challenge, even for an experienced, dedicated fair housing group
such as the Leadership Council. Will there be enough such strong groups to “go around”? And even if there
are, will other metropolitan areas have rental market vacancy rates as high as those in the Chicago area and as
-many landlords willing to rent to low-income, inner-city, minority families? (The Leadership Council has
worked hard over a period of years to “open up” the Chicago area rental market to Gautreaux families; it might
take a long time to match its record elsewhere.)

The scale-up issue also presents a challenging question: whether other areas—indeed, the Chicago
area itself—could support far higher levels of such moves to low-poverty areas. The small Gautreaux Program
has proceeded uneventfully; its. families have encountered only modest levels of racial discrimination or
harassment, and there has been virtually no government or community opposition. A substantial enlargement
of the non-threatening Gautreaux numbers might alter this benign experience. Or a “ceiling” in available
apartments might soon be encountered, either because of low vacancy rates or landlord attitudes. And even
apart from these unknowns, it remains to be demonstrated that Gautreaux-type programs can be administered
for much larger numbers of participating families without sacrifice of quality.

MTO may answer some of these questions, but MTO is limited to a few cities35 and provides, initially
at least, only a modest level of certificates and vouchers. MTO’s $234 million authorization for 6,250 certifi-
cates and vouchers is but a small fraction of the total of about $5 billion authorized in fiscal years 1992 through
1994 for some 145,000 units of additional Section 8 assistance.36 And its ten-year evaluation period is a long
time to wait to determine the potential of the Gautreaux mobility approach.

The central policy question may be framed this way: Can Gautreaux-type mobility administration be
successfully infused into conventional Section 8 programs run by public housing authorities, so that all or
some large portion of families receiving Section 8 certificates and vouchers may be afforded a realistic oppor-
tunity to move to better neighborhoods?

Dallas offers something of a case study suggesting an affirmative answer— that, if mandated to do so
by HUD and/or Congress, public housing authorities (not just nonprofits) can operate successful mobility
programs on a large scale. A 1987 consent decree settling a challenge to segregation in the Dallas Housing
Authority’s public housing and Section 8 programs required DHA to take the following steps, among others,
in its Section 8 program: (i) establish a housing mobility division with a staff of at least six; (ii) assure that
within three years 50 percent of DHA’s Section 8 families would live in census tracts where fewer than 10
certificates were in use as of the date of the decree (“non-impacted areas™); and (iii) assure that within three
years 15 percent of DHA’s Section 8 families would live in the suburbs.37

To administer the six-person mobility division, DHA transferred a budget analyst with a strong financial
and real estate background. Within six months DHA promoted him to run the entire Section 8 program, backed
by a staff of 18, including 12 counselors. As required by the consent decree, the Section 8 office contacted all
DHA public housing and Section 8 families. At convenient locations, including all DHA developments, coun-
selors ran briefing sessions and distributed information packets on the Section 8 program and the “portability”
of certificates and vouchers throughout the Dallas metropolitan area. Many existing Section 8 units were
inspected and found to be in violation of housing quality standards, which helped persuade residents to move.
Simultaneously, counselors contacted hundreds of landlords and established an extensive list of apartments
available to Section 8 families in non-impacted areas. Counselors “signed up” many landlords by presenting
Section 8 families as an asset— families, trying to improve their lives, who carried with them a guaranteed rent
stream. Interested families were provided van transportation to visit available units.38
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In a little over two years the Section 8 office moved substantially toward the court-imposed targets by
assisting about 2,200 mostly black families to move to non-impacted areas,39 and progress continued there-
after. Whereas in February 1987 only five percent of DHA’s 3,000 black Section 8 families lived in
non-impacted areas and virtually none lived in the suburbs, by August 1993 some 62 percent of DHA’s 4,300
black Section 8 families lived in non-impacted areas, including 16.3 percent in the suburbs.

Although the consent decree’s targets were not stated in racial terms, the racial results were also
impressive. In February 1987, some two percent of black Section 8 families lived in census tracts with a
minority population less than 30 percent, a figure that rose to 17 percent by November 1991. And while in
February 1987 some 87 percent of black Section 8 families lived in census tracts with a minority population
greater than 70 percent, only 51 percent did so by November 1991.40

Unhappily, once DHA met its targets the Section 8 office was severely cut, its director lost his posi-
tion, and the commitment to mobility disappeared. The Dallas experience does indicate however that public
housing authorities can provide meaningful mobility administration if they are mandated to do so, have numerical
goals, and are carefully monitored.#! The experience also suggests that Chicago is not the only metropolitan
area in which landlords with little or no assisted housing experience can be persuaded to rent apartments to
low-income black families from the inner city. Smaller programs in Cincinnati, Memphis, and Hartford, and

a larger Massachusetts program focused on the homeless, provide additional grounds for optimism on that
42 -
score.

How then might HUD and/or Congress “experiment” with the Gautreaux experience, without waiting
a decade for MTO results, to determine whether PHAs could be persuaded or required to run effective mobility
programs, and learn the extent to which rental markets could absorb a scaled-up MTO-type Section 8 program?
An initial step would be for HUD to mandate immediately what the law already demands—“affirmative
administration” of all Section 8 programs.

Existing law requires that housing assistance programs be affirmatively administered to achieve fair
housing purposes.43 HUD has been notoriously lax in implementing this statutory requirement,* and Section
8 programs have as a result generally functioned in all-too-familiar racially separatist patterns.4> HUD could,
and should, immediately mandate affirmative administration of all Section 8 programs and define such admin-
istration along the lines of Attachment 1 of its MTO Notice, which requires the kind of “Gautreaux-type” land-
lord recruitment and counseling and housing search assistance procedures already described. Such a mandate,
seriously monitored and enforced by HUD, would move us to some extent in the right direction.46

A further step would be for Congress and HUD to change the free choice nature of the Section 8
program along MTO lines so that most or many new certificates and vouchers could only be used to move to
low-poverty areas. (Most or many rather than all because some metropolitan areassmay have few or no high-
poverty areas, because realistically some certificates and vouchers would have to be available for families who
did not desire to leave their high-poverty communities, and because some certificates and vouchers should be
available for the mixed-income, inner-city revitalization projects discussed in Section III below.) The argu-
ment for such a step would be that the nation has a limited supply of Section 8 funding and an out-of-control
urban poverty problem which persuasive analysis indicates is caused in significant degree by racial and
economic concentration. If Congress and HUD really want to ameliorate that concentration, why continue to
allow scarce Section 8 resources to be used in ways that feed it?47

Nor is it only the cost of the Section 8 subsidies that is involved in the “feeding.” Public housing
authorities receive hefty administrative fees for operating Section 8 programs. By statute, for each month a



HOUSING POLICY AND URBAN POVERTY 95

unit is covered by a Section 8 contract housing authorities receive a percentage of the unit rental, plus a one-
time “preliminary fee” of up to $275 per family.4® These fees are generous enough to have enabled some PHASs
to build up big “reserves,” which PHAs have used for non-Section 8 purposes,*? even though under HUD
requirements the fees are supposed to be used first and foremost to produce “effective” Section 8 programs.50

Suppose, then, that most or many Section 8 certificates and vouchers were usable only in low-poverty
census tracts. Since administrative fees are paid only for certificates and vouchers actually used, PHAs would
lose fees to the extent their “earmarked” certificates and vouchers were not used. HUD might even take away
the right to administer the program—and turn it over to nonprofits such as the Leadership Council—if a
minimum percentage of low-poverty area certificates and vouchers were not used within a prescribed time.
Under such a regime, PHAs might well begin to perform as the Dallas Housing Authority did. The substan-
tial reserves built up with Section 8 administrative fees suggest that in many places little extra funding would
be required in connection with such a revised Section 8 program.

Imagine, in other words, that Congress and HUD set aside a portion, say two-thirds, of all Section 8
certificates and vouchers for “anti-poverty moves,” usable only in low-poverty areas. While preserving
Section 8’s freedom of locational choice philosophy for a substantial number of participating families, the
set-aside would earmark most of our new Section 8 certificates and vouchers for poor families wishing to move
out of high-poverty areas. Moves would be voluntary because, as in MTO, only families willing to move to
low-poverty areas would receive the “low-poverty, area” certificates and vouchers; families not desiring to
make such moves would remain on the waiting list for “regular” certificates and vouchers. In addition,
Congress could revise the Section 8 administrative fee schedule to offer the incentive of sharply higher admin-
istrative fees for certificates and vouchers used in low-poverty areas, while lowering the fees for certificates
and vouchers used in high-poverty areas.5!

Variations on this approach can be imagined. For example, the requirement that some proportion of
certificates and vouchers be earmarked for low-poverty areas might apply only in metropolitan areas with
poverty concentrations above a minimum level. The essential argument is that Congress and HUD should _
begin now to change the conventional Section 8 program—the nation’s largest assisted housing program—
into a mobility program that might make a real contribution to ameliorating our urban poverty concentrations.
Over the last four years (fiscal years 1991-94) Congress has funded approximately 50,000 new Section 8
certificates and vouchers per year. If this were increased to 90,000 per year, with two-thirds required to be
used in low-poverty areas (the increase would be justified not solely on the grounds of providing more badly -
needed housing assistance but of directly attacking urban poverty by enabling ghetto families to move to better
neighborhoods), in a decade up to one-third of our roughly 1.8 million poor ghetto families could be offered
an opportunity to escape their ghetto environs, a substantial goal.52

We have not experienced a migration of the poor from ghetto neighborhoods on such a scale, so we
do not know whether an exodus of this magnitude would be possible. The goal might not be reached because
of insufficient numbers of available apartments at below fair market rents in low-poverty neighborhoods, or of
landlords willing to rent to Section 8 families, or of ghetto-dwelling poor families wishing to leave their neigh-
borhoods, or because of the inability of public housing authorities to administer programs effectively (and of
HUD to monitor them) on such a scale. Apart from these “technical” concerns, the sheer numbers involved
might generate political problems. On the other hand, based on both the Gautreaux and Massachusetts exper-
iences, initial success might breed more success.33 -

The suggested increase in the level of Section 8 funding would be costly. But if Gautreaux-type results
were achieved, the cost-benefit calculus, including avoided costs to the criminal justice and welfare systems
and increased education and skill levels of the families involved, would undoubtedly be very positive.
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Arguably, the encouraging Gautreaux and Dallas experiences, coupled with the awesome deterioration of life
circumstances in so many of our inner-city ghetto neighborhoods, make it a moral imperative for us to try.

Moral imperative? Consider Dantrell Davis, a seven-year-old resident of the Chicago Housing
Authority’s Cabrini Green development, slain by a sniper while walking with his mother to school.34 Consider
also Jason Bronough, formerly a resident of another CHA project, recently by virtue of the Gautreaux Program
a fifth grade honor student in the Chicago suburb of Hoffman Estates. Jason studies the flute and was featured
on a CBS Sixty Minutes program on Gautreaux.>> Dantrell and Jason are extreme examples, but if we can
give at least some of the Dantrells of our ghettos the opportunities given Jason, does it not implicate a moral
question if we decline to do 50?56

It is sometimes argued that Gautreaux-type mobility programs “cream” inner-city communities of
their most motivated residents, thereby prejudicing the ability of such communities to revitalize themselves.
It is easy to overstate the creaming argument.57 Apart from that, if society is able through mobility programs
to give families opportunities to escape their ghetto circumstances, who has the moral authority to withhold
those opportunities because someone (who?) has decided it is preferable for families to stay put and help
rebuild their communities?

It is occasionally asserted that “sending” black ghetto families to white communities in large numbers
threatens black culture.38 Yet Italians, Jews and Poles, among many others, have survived, culturally speaking,
far more assimilation than African Americans are likely to experience. It seems almost absurd to contend that
in the hypersegregated conditions in which most African Americans live in America, their strong, resilient
culture need have any concern about the number of Jasons who under any conceivable scenario will move to
Hoffman Estates. Near the end of the Sixty Minutes show on the Gautreaux Program several (now grown)
Gautreaux children speak of their moves back to black or integrated neighborhoods in Chicago after some
years in white suburbia. They now desired a richer black community life but felt that their Gautreaux years
were crucial to their development.

Other approaches to mobility appear to lack the potential of a revamped Section 8 program. Anthony
Downs has long argued that suburban land use barriers to affordable housing must be attacked but, as Downs
acknowledges, it is unlikely that state and local governments can be persuaded to mount the attack vigor-
ously.® Building scattered site public housing in low-poverty suburbs cannot be done by central city public
housing authorities because federal law requires consent from the suburban jurisdictions, a political impossi-
bility.60 Building such housing in low-poverty communities of the central city (or in the suburbs through
suburban housing authorities) is extremely difficult. Problems of land availability and cost as well as local
community opposition are likely to limit severely the scale of such efforts.6!

Mark Alan Hughes argues for another type of mobility—enabling inner city residents to gain access
to suburban jobs through special van and bus transportation programs. Hughes contends that such an approach
would provide jobs to the inner city poor and help suburban employers obtain the low wage workers they
need.52 Though helpful to an extent, and surely to be fostered as much as proves feasible, the Hughes
approach alone will not directly alter the impact of the ghetto’s segregation, crime, and inadequate schools and
health care on its residents. In addition, transportation to suburban jobs may encounter serious scale limits as
it faces the logistical difficulties of attracting and transporting workers from different residential neighborhoods
to scattered, distant employment locations through rush hour commuter traffic.63

Of course, none of these approaches is incompatible with a Section 8 program revised to foster
mobility. Given the scope and severity of the problems faced by the ghetto poor (and, derivatively, the rest of
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us), we cannot afford to overlook any program that promises some amelioration of those problems by
providing the ghetto poor, in Anne Shlay’s nice phrase, with “the ‘stuff’ of upward mobility.”64

II1. Mixed-Income Revitalization

It is surprising how many analysts would like to see a mobility strategy tried. After canvassing pos-
sible solutions to the ghetto poor problem Ellwood says the “obvious” answer is integration— “One should
move poor people into rich neighborhoods . . .”65 “For the ghetto kid,” says Lemann, “making it, 99 percent
of the time, goes with getting out of the ghetto.”66 Adds Harvard’s Gary Orfield, “Get them out of the ghettos.
This is the most powerful way.”67

But even a large and successful housing mobility program could not be our sole housing policy
response to urban poverty. Many poor families in ghetto neighborhoods will not want to move out or, because
of scarce assisted housing resources or for other reasons, will not be able t0.68 Is there a way housing policy
can help change at least some ghetto neighborhoods into viable communities, economically and socially? 69

The attraction of “community development”—revitalizing ghettoized inner-city neighborhoods—is
considerable. Ghetto residents need hope; the possibility of rebuilding their communities may supply it. Cities
need revitalizing; the prospect of renewing desolate neighborhoods offers it. Democracy requires a strong
citizenry; community-based citizen organizations, engaged in community rebuilding, simultaneously build
strong citizens. No wonder community rebuilding is the darling of philanthropy, and a growing national move-
ment supports community-based housing and economic development efforts.”0

But cautions are in order. Hughes reminds us that powerful market forces have been shifting jobs from
central cities to suburban and exurban areas.

Two out of three new jobs in large metropolitan areas are located outside of the
center. In many metros, outer areas are gaining jobs three times as fast as
residents . . . [The suburbs] are increasingly the engines of metropolitan employ-
ment growth, and not just a good place to raise kids . . . The inner city was once
accessible to employment. The ghetto was a part of an urban machine that
created opportunity. Now that machine is'broken for many poor and black people,
with its parts spread across the vast metropolitan landscapes.”!

Hughes questions whether we should attempt to rebuild inner-city employment in the face of these macro
economic forces “pointing” to the suburbs, while “hold[ing] hostage the fortunes of inner-city residents to our
ability to do so.”72

A recent thoughtful analysis reviews the history, the state of our knowledge and research, current pro-
grammatic ideas, and the political atmosphere respecting the core of the urban poverty problem: Joblessness
among black men below the poverty line in inner cities. The authors emerge with reasons for “cautious
optimism,”73 but their essential message is that long-term joblessness in inner-city poverty neighborhoods has
“deep roots and multiple causes,” that solutions are “far more elusive than they first appear to be,” and that
experimentation, careful evaluation and underselling any proposed new programs are essential.’¥ The green
grass is obviously seen in distant, not close-in, fields.

Kasarda puts it more strongly, calling proposals (such as enterprise zones) for rebuilding the historic
employment bases of declining central cities “as unrealistic as they are nostalgic.” Subsidies, tax incentives,
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relief from regulatory requirements, and the like, Kasarda says, “are not nearly sufficient to overcome tech-

nological and market-driven forces redistributing blue-collar jobs and shaping the economies of the major
cities.”7>

One of the most talked about current approaches to rebuilding inner-city neighborhoods is the enter-
prise zone. But our enterprise zone experience affords little ground for optimism,; its record is decidedly
mixed, a description that is probably charitable.76 Although we may hope that the Clinton version, “empow-
erment zones,” will be more successful (in the face of what Lemann calls “remarkably lukewarm endorse-
ments” from many of the very people who dreamed them up),”7 the persistent power of the macro forces
behind the blue-collar jobs shift counsels skepticism.

A look at the grandfather of community-based inner-city rebuilding efforts may be instructive. The
Bedford-Stuyvesant Restoration Corporation was founded in 1967 when Senators Robert F. Kennedy and
Jacob K. Javits crafted an amendment to the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 that provided the public
money, about $4 million per year on average between 1967 and 1982, to get Restoration started.”® Over the
ensuing quarter century, through heady ups and depressing downs, Restoration has not only survived but has
rung up an impressive list of accomplishments— including, among others, over two thousand housing units
constructed and rehabilitated with local labor, a mortgage pool that has provided $60 million to local home-
owners, an IBM facility employing 400 people, a new supermarket, and Restoration Plaza, a complex con-
taining a theater, an art gallery, classrooms, and health facilities. The accomplishments are impressive in two
ways—the stabilization of a neighborhood, which otherwise might well have seriously deteriorated, and the
benefits to thousands of individual families. During the 1980s, when the percentage of New York City residents
receiving public assistance rose, the percentage in Bedford-Stuyvesant dropped (from 32.5 to 27.6 percent).”?

Other community rebuilding efforts have fared less well. In the South Bronx, massive expenditures,
including approximately $1 billion of public and private funding for housing between 1981 and 1992, have
produced a patchwork of impressive achievements and areas still in dire need of assistance. Several thousand
units of housing have been completed or are in the pipeline (most of them single family homes), a retail center
has opened, and a decline in population that began in the 1950s has halted. Yet, notwithstanding these
achievements, the 1990 poverty level hovers dishearteningly around 40 percent, just about what it was a decade

earlier, and the community is “still struggling with the intractable problems of drugs, crime and ungmployment.”so

A notable community revitalization effort nearing its fifteenth birthday is the Bethel New Life group
of programs in Chicago’s West Garfield Park community. Church-based, in a deeply impoverished neighbor-
hood, Bethel is engaged in a dizzying array of activities—housing construction and rehabilitation, employ-
ment training and job placement, an adult day care center, a recycling center, a holistic health center, a school,
and much more. Like the South Bronx, however, after 15 years of remarkable achievement, West Garfield

Park remains impoverished, prey to widespread violence and drug activity, swimming steadfastly but
upstream.81

Even in “successful” Bedford-Stuyvesant, after 25 years both the achievements and the prospects have

a sober side. An article commemorating Restoration Corporation’s quarter century of struggle concludes with

a quotation from a neighborhood resident which resonates with Hughes’ tones about macro forces and jobs.
" Acknowledging that Bedford-Stuyvesant is a “nice, safe place,” the resident says,.

“But people still feel oppressed here for the simple reason that they want things
for their children and there are no jobs. We all know there is still a long way
to go.”82



HOUSING POLICY AND URBAN POVERTY : 99

The poignancy of “oppressed” and “no jobs” and “long way to go” is great, coming as it does from what is
arguably the showcase of grassroots community revitalization activities after 25 years.83

One would like to sound more sanguine about inner-city revitalization prospects. Some do. John L.
McKhnight of Northwestern University has for years contended eloquently that inner-city communities have
untapped human and financial “capacities” which, effectively marshalled, could bring about community revital-
ization. McKnight is not naive; he fully understands Hughes’ point:

No one can doubt that our older cities these days are deeply troubled places. At
the root of the problem are the massive economic shifts that have marked the last
two decades. Hundreds of thousands of industrial jobs have either disappeared or
moved away from the central city and its neighborhoods. And while many down-
town areas have experienced a “renaissance,” the jobs created there are different
from those that once sustained neighborhoods. Either these new jobs are highly
professionalized, and require elaborate education and credentials for entry, or they
are routine, low-paying service jobs without much of a future. In effect, these
shifts in the economy, and particularly the removal of decent employment possi-
bilities from low-income neighborhoods, have removed the bottom rung from the
fabled American ‘ladder of opportunity.” For many people in older city neigh-
borhoods, new approaches to rebuilding their lives and communities, new openings
toward opportunity, are a vital necessity.84

In McKnight’s view the “new openings” are the individual capacities and resources of residents (their
skills, talents, personal income and assets, and their community institutions) and the resources of government
and private organizations which are located within, or brought to bear from the outside upon, the community.

With its capacities identified, McKnight says, the community must form a local development corpo-
ration to focus those capacities on the community revitalization process. There then must ensue a “broad-
based process of community planning and decision-making,” followed by the task of assembling the “many
additional resources” that are needed, something McKnight terms “constructing bridges to persons and
organizations outside the neighborhood.”85

A major revitalization effort in Baltimore’s Sandtown-Winchester community illustrates at least a part
of McKnight’s vision. With strong “bridges” built to the Enterprise Foundation, a community revitalization
vehicle created by urban developer, James Rouse, and to City Hall, where Mayor Kurt Schmoke is an enthu-
siastic supporter and supplier of resources, the depressed, poverty-stricken Sandtown-Winchester community
has gone through a three-year neighborhood planning process to produce an ambitious “battle plan” for trans-
forming the community. The plan embraces not merely physical rehabilitation but economic development, job
training, drug treatment, preventive health care, community policing, pre-school education and improved
schools.86 A community-based corporation has been created to govern the process. Enthusiasm runs high,
and the unique combination of Rouse and Schmoke appears to justify it. Yet veteran urban affairs observer,
Neal R. Peirce, cautions that the statistics underscore *“‘the long and tough road ahead™:

Forty-nine percent of residents live in poverty, 79 percent in substandard housing.
Drug use is rampant, 90 percent of births are to unmarried women, and the
murder, assault and armed robbery rates are among Baltimore’s worst.
Neighborhood schools are so abysmal that 20 percent of high school students drop
out each year.87
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At best “rebuilding” or “revitalizing” inner-city poverty neighborhoods is thus a difficult, multi-
faceted, long-term undertaking. Macro economic policies or intensive community economic development pro-
jects must provide jobs for the jobless.38 Job training must help qualify the unskilled for the jobs.3? Improved
urban public schools must provide an educational bedrock for this work force.?0 Comprehensive, integrated
children and family health and social services must be available early enough (before and during pregnancy)
and intensively enough to prevent children from being so damaged in their preschool years that they are
disabled from learning by the time they reach the kindergarten door.?1 Welfare policy must provide incentives
for economic independence, not encourage dependency.’2 The plague of guns and drugs must be eradicated
lest it undermine all else that is done.?3

Suppose, however, empowerment zones or some other major revitalization effort, such as Sandtown-
Winchester, do succeed here or there. Sandtown, with its several years devoted just to planning, and Bedford-
Stuyvesant, South Bronx and Bethel New Life, all show that even when massive resources are attracted
“success” lies decades down the road. Moreover, harsh demographic facts almost certainly preclude wide-
spread replication of individual revitalization success stories. In Chicago, whose 1990 poverty rate is below
the average of the 22 largest U.S. cities, six of the city’s 77 community areas have poverty rates above 50 per-
cent, while another six have rates between 40 and 50 percent and six more fall between 30 and 40 percent.?
It is almost inconceivable that the enormous resources, political will, and community organizing miracles
needed to truly revitalize each of these community areas could be marshalled simultaneously. (In Sandtown,
a deliberate focus on a single “demonstration” community drained resources that would normally have been
spread among more neighborhoods.)

It is in this sober context that we approach the question of how housing policy can be used most effec-
tively to help transform—for we are plainly not talking about a task that can be accomplished by housing
policy alone95—at least some inner-city ghettos into viable communities. The answer may be to change our
goal (from which much else will follow)—from the goal of revitalizing a poverty community to the very
different goal of transforming a poverty community into a mixed-income community. Yes, one may hope that
successfully revitalizing a poverty community will eventually produce higher incomes for its residents. But
“eventually,” as Bedford-Stuyvesant shows, means a very long time.%6 Meanwhile, revitalization activities are
focused exclusively on the poor, or nearly so. Job training and drug treatment are for present poverty
residents. Housing is for the poor. The effort is to empower a poverty population to transform itself into a
viable community—a “daunting” task (McKnight’s word).%7

The alternative we suggest is that instead of asking a poverty community to transform itself, policies
and programs should deliberately include those elements and activities that will attract some working,
non-poor residents to the community. Success in this regard would have the crucial consequence of enabling
the poor to live among the non-poor, thereby ameliorating the disadvantages of poverty concentrations
discussed by Wilson, Massey, Kasarda, and the other observers who tell us, over and over again, that concen-
trations of impoverished families — neighborhoods housing none but the non-working poor—lie at the core
of our urban ghetto problem.

Recall Wilson’s discussion of black communities which lost their working and middle-class popula-
tions. Before the loss, Wilson says, basic institutions (churches, schools, stores, recreational facilities, etc.)
remained viable even in periods of economic downturn. The presence of working and middle-class families
provided mainstream role models. A ghetto youngster in such a neighborhood would observe many individuals
regularly going to and from work, would be aware of many married-couple families, would see families who
were not on welfare, would recognize that many residents were not involved in criminal activity.98
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Once such families leave, however, those who remain experience a “social isolation” that excludes
them from the informal job network system. Children seldom interact on a sustained basis with people who
are employed or with families that have a steady breadwinner, adversely affecting the development of educa-
tional and job-related skills. “[T]eachers become frustrated and do not teach and children do not learn. A
vicious cycle is perpetuated through the family, through the community, and through the schools.”%?
Sustaining basic institutions becomes difficult. “And as the basic institutions declined, the social organization
of inner-city neighborhoods (. . . includ[ing] a sense of community, positive neighborhood identification, and
explicit norms and sanctions against aberrant behavior) likewise declined.”100

“Concentration effects” is Wilson’s term for these negative consequences that overwhelm socially
isolated poverty communities, in contrast to what he terms the “ecological niches” occupied even by poor
black children who live in a “stable, vertically class-integrated inner-city community” that exposes its residents
to conventional role models, marriageable partners, and a jobs network. 101

If Wilson is right, the housing component of revitalization strategies should strive to change the resi-
dential composition of impoverished communities, thereby to offer their resident families an alternative to
such isolating poverty concentrations and exposure to working family influences. Housing programs should
be designed to create an environment and to provide housing in currently devastated neighborhoods that will
break the uniform poverty pattern by attracting working families with higher incomes. To make that goal
realistic, the housing must generally be near an existing amenity, such as an attractive waterfront, or employ-
ment and/or cultural opportunities, such as a university, medical center or central business district. Bargain
rents may have to be part of the inducement, at least initially, coupled with rent ceilings so that families with
rising incomes will remain. And of course the housing component of a revitalization plan must be just that—
one component of an overall plan that includes social and economic development elements. (We are talking

about adding the mixed-income objective to the other elements of a community revitalization strategy, not
deleting any of those other elements.)102

To illustrate a mixed-income approach to community revitalization we may look to the Chicago
Housing Authority’s HOPE VI application, designed to change radically CHA’s infamous Cabrini-Green
development. HOPE VI is an Urban Revitalization Demonstration enacted by Congress in 1992 to address
concentrated urban poverty in neighborhoods surrounding public housing projects.103 The Demonstration
grew out of recommendations of the National Commission on Severely Distressed Public Housing, established
by Congress in 1989 to figure out how to eliminate “unfit living conditions in public housing projects deter-
mined by the Commission to be the most severely distressed.” 104 In creating the Commission, Congress noted
that distressed developments “often occupy sites of a size or value which could not again be assembled for
affordable housing and, thus, are a potentially valuable public resource.”105

HOPE VI follows the Commission’s recommendations to create a program that would devote large
grants, up to $50 million, to the revitalization of small areas, not to exceed 500 units of public housing. The
program also requires that substantial resources (up to 20 percent of the grant) be devoted to supportive

services and economic development, and encourages private and nonprofit participation in all aspects of the
program, 106

Cabrini-Green is a quintessentially disadvantaged inner city place. Its 7,000 official residents, almost
all of whom are African-American, have an average per capita income under $2,400. In 1992 one serious
reported crime occurred for every ten residents. Many of its 3,600 units, 3,000 of them in 23 high-rise

buildings, are in a state of advanced decay. Some 30% are vacant even though the CHA has a waiting list of
thousands. 107
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Yet Cabrini also lies within walking distance of some of Chicago’s most affluent commercial and res-
idential neighborhoods. Over the years these areas have steadily expanded toward the development so that,
even though residents remain socially isolated, Cabrini now lies cheek-by-jowl with thriving communities and
* in the path of expansionist market forces.

The centerpiece of CHA’s HOPE VI proposal for Cabrini is the demolition of several of its high-rise
buildings, although some $11 million is to be devoted to supportive community services and CHA plans to
modernize Cabrini’s community center and establish a local business incubator nearby. To replace many of
the units marked for demolition, CHA proposes a mixed-income strategy: privately developed and owned
housing in and near Cabrini, some of it on land leased for long terms by CHA, would contain a mix of 25
percent public housing tenants and 75 percent working or middle-class families. The remaining replacement
units would take the form of Section 8 certificates and vouchers affirmatively administered, i.e., the mobility
option, and scattered site public housing. (To deal with tenant skepticism regarding promises of replacement
housing and rumors of a “land grab” directed at the “potentially valuable public resource” of Cabrini’s strate-
gically located real estate, CHA proposes to build some scattered site public housing even before demolition
begins and to retain fee ownership of most Cabrini land.)

The Cabrini replacement housing strategy thus has elements in common with the hopeful new initia-
tive of CHA’s Lake Parc Place, prototype for the Mixed Income New Communities Strategy (MINCS).
Enacted as part of the National Affordable Housing Act of 1990, MINCS authorizes demonstration efforts to
bring about economic integration in public housing.108 Lake Parc Place consists of two public housing high-
rises on Chicago’s south lakefront, not far from the University of Chicago on the south and hospitals and the
central business district on the north. Both buildings have been totally rehabilitated into a flagship develop-
ment in the context of a larger community revitalization plan. The buildings contain amenities not found in
other CHA high-rises, such as showers, ceiling fans and real wood cabinets. Although all black, half of the
tenants are working class families— postal workers, ambulance drivers, security guards, local government
employees—and half are traditional CHA families screened, however, by a committee that includes tenant
representatives. Demographics for the two groups differ significantly: nine percent of the public housing
families, but forty percent of the working families, are two parent families; average annual income for the
former is $5,567, for the latter $24,471.

Lake Parc Place seems to be faring relatively well in its first several years, at least as compared with
typical public housing concentrations of poverty. Crime has been reduced. The private manager hired to
manage the buildings says that the working adults provide good role models for the children in the develop-
ment. He recounts a call from a public housing tenant telling him that every morning her children heard the
people next door getting ready for work. She was not calling to complain about the noise, as the manager had
anticipated, but instead wanted to share her joy at being able to explain to her small children that their neigh-
bors were getting ready for work.1%?

The crucial threshold step for both MINCS and CHA’s Cabrini plan is the creation of a mixed-income
tenancy. Indeed, MINCS requires privately developed units, which must also be mixed-income (one-quarter
rented to CHA), to compensate for Lake Parc Place’s withdrawal of units from the public housing stock. In
exchange for the promise of better life circumstances in such units, public housing tenants who enter the
privately developed MINCS housing must remain crime- and drug-free and undertake extensive counseling
and training, the head of a household must not be voluntarily unemployed, and all household members must
be in school or working.

Mobility may be an important part of the strategy for taking the mixed-income threshold step. In many
contexts reducing dense concentrations of impoverished families could be a vital element in attracting working



HOUSING POLICY AND URBAN POVERTY 103

families to residency. CHA's Cabrini plan proceeds on just this premise. HOPE VI permits up to one-third of
the replacement units for demolished public housing to take the form of Section 8 certificates and vouchers.
Vincent Lane, CHA’s chairman, proposes to have these Section 8 subsidies administered by the Leadership
Council in a “Gautreaux manner.” The result is likely to be a movement of some Cabrini families to other
communities, a lessening of the concentration of impoverished families that will enhance the possibilities for
redeveloping the environs of the demolished buildings into an economically integrated neighborhood.!10

The goal of the HOPE VI Cabrini plan is what Lane calls a “normal neighborhood.” Working fami-
lies, he hopes, will be willing to move to the Cabrini area because of the attractiveness of Chicago’s Near North
Side neighborhood and because of relatively low rents made possible by URD funding. Cabrini families
choosing to remain in their present community, who now live in aging high-rises where virtually everyone is
on welfare and a gang is the most organized local entity, will be able to move but a short distance to a street
where many or most residents are working, !11

Such a vision is the kind of comprehensive neighborhood revitalization strategy, designed from the
outset to produce a mixed-income community, which can justify the use of scarce housing resources in
presently impoverished neighborhoods. It is likely to work only where geography and amenities (existing or
to be provided) make the prospect of mixed-income residency a reasonable gamble. Even then it is not a
strategy for bringing blue-collar jobs back from the suburbs, although it may create some entry-level service
jobs in connection with new local commercial activity. Neither is it a vision of Shangri-La, as the much-
discussed case of Chicago’s South Shore neighborhood illustrates. South Shore was saved from becoming a
ghetto by the remarkable “development banking” efforts of the Shorebank Corporation which have given the
neighborhood a strikingly revitalized housing stock. Yet, even though South Shore was and remains a mixed-
income community, it continues nonetheless to struggle against poverty, unemployment and crime.!12

What a mixed-income revitalization strategy can do, however, is crucially important—it can begin to
break down the social isolation of the ghetto, to expose families to some conventional role models, to generate
pressures against aberrant behavior. It can begin, in short, to form Wilson’s “ecological niche.”!13  When
targeted at appropriate neighborhoods, and coupled with comprehensive social and economic initiatives
planned from the “bottom” up as McKnight counsels, such a use of housing resources makes sense as part of
the effort to transform an impoverished inner-city neighborhood into a viable community. We consider the rest
of what must be done in the final section of this paper.

IV. The Rationale

Our twin housing policy prescriptions of fostering mobility and mixed-income neighborhoods (really
the single prescription of enabling the concentrated, isolated ghetto poor to live among the working, non-poor)
should be rooted in broader thinking about how to deal with urban poverty. We may begin with a neat sum-

mary by Jason DeParle of four schools of thought within which remedial ideas on ghetto poverty tend to
cluster.114

An “Empowering Approach,” pushed strongly in the Bush Administration by HUD Secretary Jack
Kemp, supports an array of policies—e.g., enterprise zones, home ownership incentives and dramatically
increased personal income tax exemptions—to foster “entrepreneurial capitalism” and “unleash the pent-up
talents and potential of our people.”

A “Social Approach” argues for an expanded network of traditional but upgraded social services.
Lisbeth Schorr’s influential book, Within Our Reach,!!5 contends that many of our much-maligned poverty
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programs in fact produce positive results, and that our task is to “scale up” successful programs to match
our needs.

A “Welfare Reform Approach,” exemplified by New Republic editor Mickey Kaus’ book, The End of
Equality,!16 believes that no anti-poverty strategy will work without a complete replacement of the welfare
system that directs people out of dependency and into employment. We must “change the material basis for
the culture of poverty,” Kaus argues. “Everything else is tinkering.”

An “Economic Approach” contends that urban poverty has its source in economic forces, particularly
the loss of well-paying industrial jobs in central cities, and that the remedy—as Wilson argues—lies in full

employment policies, including job training and relocation programs, and ultimately government jobs where
117
necessary.

It is not our purpose, nor within our competence, to try to design the “right” mix of anti-ghetto
policies. Perhaps many theorists would agree that all four approaches, far from being incompatible, need to
be employed simultaneously and coherently. Work, however, is central to each of the four schools of thought.
Gainful work is the object of much of welfare reform and empowerment theorizing, and—as Schorr acknowl-
edges—a predicate of the social approach. R.C. Longworth, the Chicago Tribune’s astute observer, writing
of “two nations—one with jobs, one without,” says it is work that “takes a person out of the ghetto and into
the life of the first nation.” His article quotes Dr. Franklyn Jenifer, President of Howard University, “The heart
of this is jobs, jobs, jobs,” and William Julius Wilson, “If you want to get people more involved in the main-
stream, then you have to give them access to jobs in the mainstream economy.”118 ’

Wilson speaks not only of job creation, but of education, health insurance, child support guarantees,
job training, and the like. This array of policies must be understood as his subtext when he says,

I really believe that if you increase educational opportunity and employment
opportunity, a lot of the social problems would disappear. If all of a sudden
people see they have some chance of moving out of their situation, then their
behavior changes.119

“[S]ome chance of moving out of their situation” has psychologic as well as geographic connotations.
Kasarda has a delightfully antiseptic phrase for what he calls the welfare economies of many of our cities:
“subsistence surrogates for their declining production economies.”120 What, Kasarda asks, keeps minorities
in central cities when the blue-collar jobs are gone or going? Why don’t they move to where the jobs are, as
their forebears did in the first half of the century from the south to expanding northern cities? “How are
economically displaced inner-city residents able to survive? What . . . is the economic substitute for traditional
blue-collar jobs?121

“Imagine,” Kasarda challenges us, “what would have happened in the first half of this century if the
great numbers of structurally displaced southerners who migrated to economically expanding northern cities
in search of jobs and a better life had been sustained in their distressed locations by public assistance.”122

Kasarda offers a five-part answer to his what-keeps-minorities-from-moving-to-where-the-jobs-are
question. In addition to welfare, he identifies discrimination, insufficient low-cost housing in employment
growth areas, inadequate transportation to such areas, and “deficiencies” in technical and personal skills
necessary to obtain and hold jobs.}23
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Discrimination is a major, persisting problem. But discrimination, both in housing and employment,
was hardly absent when the great northern migration of southern blacks occurred (not to mention that today it
is illegal).

Housing is also critical. But the millions of blacks who moved north in search of jobs did so in spite
of the unavailability of housing. They lived with relatives and friends, or expanded existing black enclaves.
Getting to the jobs was the imperative; insufficient housing was an obstacle to be overcome. Today, many
satellite cities and suburbs, far closer to job growth areas than central city ghettos, have black enclaves.

Securing a geographic foothold by doubling up with friends or relatives is a strategy that can still be tried
today.

Transportation too is a problem, but not by far the biggest one. Gautreaux families who move to the
suburbs learn to make do without cars or scrape up enough to buy a clunker. Hughes’ job-linked transporta-
tion is there for some of the strongly motivated ones.

The education/skills “deficiency” is likewise a major issue, but perhaps solvable over time. Gautreaux

mothers go back to school; their young children, as Rosenbaum’s studies tell us, learn and graduate and even
g0 on to college.

Each of Kasarda’s answers is a significant part of the ghetto poverty problem and merits serious atten-
tion. But four of them— discrimination, housing, transportation, education/skills deficiencies—seem to be of
a different order than welfare. “[CJash welfare . . . sustains the underclass,” Kaus says. It is “the umbilical
cord through which the mainstream society sustains the isolated ghetto society . . . It is its economic life
support system . . . Without welfare, . . . [unemployed ghetto blacks] would have had to move to where the
jobs were, as they’d done in the past.”124

It is difficult to avoid the force of the Kasarda-Kaus point that if the life support system, the “subsis-
tence surrogate,” were removed—if we weren’t paying “the least motivated ghetto residents to stay put when
everyone else around them was getting out and getting on with their lives”125— we might find, indeed, that
people began to get out and get on with their lives.

We might. But persuasive though the analysis appears to be, “getting out” and “getting on” each calls
for further comment. “Getting out” of the black urban ghetto is like trying to pull out of a deep sleep.
Rosenbaum’s studies give us a glimpse of the strengths that are required. The insidious, pervasive power of
discrimination makes getting out well nigh impossible for all too many. One cannot overstate the importance
of the case for combatting housing discrimination which Massey and Denton make so effectively in American
Apartheid. 126

“Getting on” means getting work. Welfare is, 50 to speak, the other side of the work coin. The Kaus
prescription is not a cold-turkey end to welfare but a trade—jobs for welfare. Which brings us back to
Longworth and Jenifer and Wilson and the heart of it all being jobs, jobs, jobs. Substitute for welfare, Kaus
argues, a2 WPA-style government jobs program (to the extent private-sector jobs aren’t found). There are
obstacles, he acknowledges, but they can all be overcome.!27

A threshold question is whether government must provide the jobs as employer of last resort, or
whether the private sector can do it. Kaus argues from our WPA history for the former, as a doable way to
provide work and as the quid pro quo for ending welfare.!28 Others, including Laura Tyson, President
Clinton’s head of the Council of Economic Advisers, are on the other side. Backed up by Tyson, Joe Klein of
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Newsweek says, “[T]here are enough jobs . . .” (though he acknowledges some people “might have to . . . move
to areas where jobs are more plentiful”), and he quotes Tyson as saying, “We have no reason to expect that the
private economy wouldn’t be able to absorb these people.”12

But “these people,” if we’re talking about residents of ghetto poverty areas, include those whose defi-
ciencies in education and skills make them unemployable even if there are jobs. Toby Herr, director of
Chicago’s successful Project Match that “matches” Cabrini-Green residents to jobs, says, “The process doesn’t
end when you find someone a job. In some ways, that’s only the beginning.” It usually takes two, three, four
jobs before they latch on, she adds. “You have to make a long-term commitment to them, or it doesn’t work.”130

So even if there are jobs in a numerical sense, more, much more, is needed, particularly for those who
drop out of school or nominally finish high school but lack job skills, young people who live in places where
they are likely, in another of Kasarda’s antiseptic phrases, to become dependent on the urban underground
economy. For these a program to get them out of their ghettos seems highly desirable if not absolutely
necessary, something like a modern-day version of the New Deal’s Civilian Conservation Corps.

Two major objections are raised. First, the cost would increase our already large budget deficit. The
answer is that life is a series of trade-offs; at this point in our history an incremental increase in an already
large deficit is worth the trade-off of putting hopeless youth to work in useful activity that needs to be done
anyway, such as bridge repairs, environmental clean-up, and the like. A number of commentators have
observed that if we are willing to spend billions of dollars on a Middle-Eastern emergency and a savings and
loan scandal, we ought to be willing to spend like amounts on our emergency/scandal of hopeless American

youth. (And not every economist believes that the incremental deficit increase caused by a CCC program
would be so terrible.)

The second objection is that such a program would create another vast, wasteful federal bureaucracy.
Yes, it might. In a society as large and complex as ours, there is usually no other way to perform large,
governmental tasks. It took big, undoubtedly wasteful bureaucracies to deal with the Persian Gulf and savings
and loan crises, to put a man on the moon, etc.

However, we can ameliorate the wasteful bureaucracy concern by using an existing institution instead
of creating a new one. The Army is looking for new tasks as it downsizes. It is egalitarian and racially
" integrated, and in the post-Persian Gulf era has the support of the American people. It could administer a
CCC-type program (starting with remedial education and skill-training for those in need) on a decentralized
basis, using the National Guard administrative structure in each of the fifty states, with perhaps a role in project
selection for local district committees as suggested by Senator Paul Simon.!3! The Army’s combination of
disciplined structure and colorblind opportunity for advancement has already transformed the lives of thou-
sands of minority youth. In analogous fashion a CCC-type billet would directly address the education and
skills deficiencies that so plague the jobless young black men who today people our urban ghettos. It would
also afford escape from the ghetto, perhaps the critical life-saving step for many of those who would otherwise
be sacked under by the drug culture and Kasarda’s underground economy.!32

Kaus figures his program would cost $50 billion a year more than we’re spending now, assuming
universal health care were separately provided and not counting the value of the work done. Expensive? Yes,
Kaus says. “So? This isn’t a cost-cutting program. It’s a solution to the underclass problem.” And, he adds,
“In the long run, if the welfare culture is absorbed into the working, taxpaying culture, the budgetary payoff
will be enormous. . .»133
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However, Shlay supplies an important qualification. “Substituting employment for welfare,” she says,
“will not eradicate the need for housing subsidies because wages are so low relative to the cost of housing.”
Housing subsidies (in, we would add, mobility form) may be essential to provide many of the poor with access
to the “stuff” of upward mobility—the life-sustaining resources, including employment opportunities and
decent education, that are to be found in viable, economically integrated communities. Redefine economic
independence, Shlay says (and therefore its converse, “welfare”), to exclude reliance on housing subsidies.134

What, we may ask, is the underlying reason this work/welfare recommendation is perceived to be the
right approach to ghetto poverty? Perhaps because of those old saws, the work ethic and middle-class values.
Take, for example the problem of unwanted, high-risk births, mostly to unwed teenagers. Charles Murray
believes that teenage illegitimacy is “the single most important social problem of our time!”135 It is much
more prevalent in ghetto poverty areas than elsewhere. We need to do something about it. Transforming the
welfare culture into a work culture may be the best and quickest way. The argument is not that welfare causes
illegitimacy— ghetto teenagers don’t have children in order to go on welfare, Kaus tells us— but that it enables
illegitimacy. “Welfare, as the umbilical cord through which the mainstream society sustains the isolated ghetto
society, enables the expansion of this single-parent culture . . . [A] group whose families were already dispro-
portionately matriarchal was, tragically, exposed to a cash welfare system that subsidized single-motherhood.”136
Take away the umbilical cord, Kaus contends, substitute work for welfare, and, among other good results, ille-
gitimacy will be curbed.

Next, turn to drugs and drug-associated crime, another of the destructive forces that plague ghetto
neighborhoods. Here is what the highly respected National Council on Crime and Delinquency has to say
about the relationship between employment and drugs:

Studies prove that lower-class persons who are unable to maintain stable employ-
ment due, in part, to their early childhood experiences, have a higher probability
than middle- and upper-income individuals of becoming addicted to drugs. As
their addiction grows and their employment capabilities decline, they become
more likely to engage in petty criminal acts (principally non-violent property
crimes and drug dealing) to support their drug use.

. .. [Iln America, the incidence of drug-abuse is more related to social-economic

factors than to individual predispositions. It is no coincidence that the vast
majority of Americans addicted to illegal drugs are disproportionately located in
America’s growing under-class. Until the size of this population is reduced over
time and their lives become more meaningful, hopeful, and fulfilling, we can
continue to expect our inner cities, in particular, to have a significant drug-
addicted population and increasing levels of violence associated with drug-
trafficking wars.137

Or take public schools, a bedrock institution in a functional society for both children and workforce
development. Schools are a heart-wrenching failure in most ghetto areas, where drop-out rates approach and
sometimes exceed fifty percent and many of those who graduate do so in name only, lacking the skills we gen-
erally associate with a high school diploma. “A growing body of evidence,” Kaus says, “shows that one of the
most important factors in determining success at school is whether a child comes from a working home.”138

It seems obvious, yet fundamental. Providing work instead of welfare may be the most important step
we can take in dealing with three of the ghetto’s most intractable problems, high-risk births to unwed
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teenagers, drug addiction and associated crime, and failing public schools.!3? Work, and all that goes with it,
is of the essence, at least in our time, of decent, civic society. People who work generally conduct themselves
in ways that are supportive of a civilized societal mode. As compared with the unemployed, they have the habits
and routines associated with work, they have less need to engage in crime and they are better able to nurture
their children. If too many of us are without work, the society comes apart—the larger society as in the Great
Depression, or our ghetto societies of today. (When small town or rural societies fail to provide work, their
inhabitants leave, as ghost towns and largely depeopled rural hamlets attest.) Evidently people must have the
inclination, habit and opportunity to work if society is to work.

The great psychologist, Alfred Adler, believed that work is one of three basic “life tasks.” His fore-
most disciple, Dr. Rudolph R. Dreikurs, writes that of the three (the others being love and friendship), work is
“the most important for the maintenance of life, and non-fulfillment of it almost imperils existence,” while
“unemployment is the heaviest burden any human being can have to bear.” He adds that for some people,
involuntary termination of employment “spells complete expulsion from the human community.”140

At bottom, therein lies the justification for our housing policy prescription—it strives to enable people
to live in working communities, thereby to increase the likelihood that they too, to society’s great benefit, and

theirs, will go to work, or begin the process of equipping themselves—and particularly their children—to
do so.

Our conclusion is that although housing policy can’t eliminate urban poverty, it can help by giving
some people, in Wilson’s phrase, a “chance of moving out of their situation” to communities (in another
Wilson phrase) “organized around work.”

To the extent that mobility enables us literally to offer people a “chance of moving out” of ghetto
poverty areas, we should embrace it, nurture it, expand it. For those who remain within such areas, housing
policy can help to offer a different kind of chance. It can seek to change the situational norm of at least some
ghetto poverty areas through fostering mixed-income communities which by their very nature—i.e., they
include working families whose daily, visible routines exemplify the work ethic and whose political power
attracts better social, educational and law enforcement services—-also help the ghetto poor to see that they
have some chance of “moving out of their situation.”

The prescription is far from a panacea. It is, rather, a way of looking at how housing policy might
most effectively be employed as one part (only) of the comprehensive urban poverty strategy we so badly need.
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4342 U.S.C. §3608 (e) (5).
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tage of all available assisted housing to escape their ghetto environs. HUD’s summary of its proposed FY 1995 budget says, “In each
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coordinating the region’s tenant selection, assignment, and counseling services.” U:S. Department of Housing and Urban Development
(1994). FY1995 Budget: Executive Summary. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office), February 1994, p. 18.
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The perversity of the present administrative fee arrangement may stem fundamentally from the “fair share” allocation system
HUD employs. By statute, HUD must allocate Section 8 assistance on the basis of a formula predicated on objectively measured
relative need. 42 U.S.C. §1439 (d) (1) (A) (i). Certificates and vouchers are thus allotted to housing authorities before the authorities
know where families receiving assistance will ultimately reside. This system creates a “vested interest” in housing authorities to retain
participating families within their jurisdictions and thereby realize the administrative fees the certificates or vouchers represent. HUD
has recognized this disincentive to mobility and pledged to redesign the Section 8 allocation system to support mobility. U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1993b, p. 68. It goes without saying, of course, that it makes no sense to have an
allocation/administrative fee system drive our major housing assistance program in a way that frustrates one of HUD's highest policy
priorities; rather, our mobility goal should dictate our allocation/administrative fee system.

52As noted, of some 32 million persons with incomes below the poverty level, Jargowsky concludes that 5.5 million live in
metropolitan area census tracts having race specific poverty levels greater than 40 percent. Jargowsky, 1994, Table 1. Since in 1990,
the average family contained 3.2 persons (U.S. Bureau of the Census (1991). 1990 Census of Population: General Population
Characteristics—United States. (Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office), p.2, it follows that in 1990 there were approx-
imately 1.7 million poor ghetto families, say 1.8 million to take some account of census undercounting.

In its FY1995 proposed budget, HUD requests nearly $150 million for a new “Moving to Independence” (MTI) counseling
program for “all” non-elderly families participating in Section 8 certificate or voucher programs. The Department says its proposed
funding level would support counseling for between 215,000 and 300,000 families (i.e., between $500 and $700 per family) and would
“help families living in areas with high concentrations of poverty or racial separation have a real opportunity to move to other neigh-
borhoods.” U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1994, p.17.

Until its budget proposal is fleshed out with programmatic detail one can only speculate about the degree of “real opportu-
nity” to be provided. Some questions that come to mind include: (1) How will high- and low-poverty areas and “racial separation” be
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their certificates or vouchers to move to low-poverty, non-racially separated areas? (3) Will “Dallas-type” targets or goals be estab-
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With so little defined at this wr