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Welfare Reform and Neighborhoods:
Race and Civic Participation

By JAMES JENNINGS

ABSTRACT: Welfare reform is weakening the social and institu-
tional fabric of neighborhoods with relatively high levels of poverty
and is, therefore, antiurban and antineighborhood policy. This article
is based on an in-depth study of three Massachusetts communities
that finds that welfare reform is increasing regulatory and service de-
mand pressures in inner-city neighborhoods, thereby altering the
mission, organizational capacities, and planning activities of community-
based organizations. These findings support recent research that ex-
amines the problematic connections between welfare reform and
race, neighborhood development, and civic participation. The emerg-
ing lesson is that the building of civic consciousness and the strength-
ening of institutional capacities to pursue community and economic
development are ignored in the push of welfare reforms to change in-
dividual behavior. Neighborhood revitalization initiatives, as well as
the call for increasing citizen participation and self-help strategies,
are similarly being weakened or ignored.

James Jennings is professor of urban and environmental policy and planning at
Tufts University. He has written and lectured extensively on urban politics and commu-
nity development. His books include Understanding the Nature of Poverty and Race,
Politics, and Economic Development: Community Perspectives.
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WELFARE REFORM AND NEIGHBORHOODS

HE latest stage of welfare re-

form is a major impediment both
to building social capital and to en-
couraging civic participation in black
and Latino urban neighborhoods
with relatively high proportions of
families on public assistance. At its
heart, the current policy is a top-
down reform driven by faulty, but
historically rooted, presumptions
about the behavior of poor people and
fueled by a political rhetoric reflect-
ing misinformation about the nature
and causes of persistent poverty in
the United States. In fact, welfare re-
form has little to do with attempts to
alleviate urban poverty but instead
seeks to control the economic mobil-
ity and behavior of poor people and
families.

An examination of how the insti-
tutional fabric and social and eco-
nomic capital of poor neighborhoods
are affected by welfare reform shows
that this policy can be characterized
as antineighborhood or antiurban
public policy. It is producing negative
effects on neighborhood organiza-
tions, and it forces community-based
agencies to chase low-paying jobs for
their clients rather than strengthen-
ing the economic infrastructure of
the area as a way of producing jobs or
preparing and educating people for
higher-wage employment. Welfare
reform also undermines the develop-
ment of economic capital in inner
cities and generally ignores impor-
tant lessons about neighborhood
revitalization that have emerged
over many years of local victories and
examples of improving living condi-
tions (Richman, Chaskin, and Ogle-
tree 1992).
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This article is based on a forthcom-
ing study assessing the institutional
impact of welfare reform in three
poor and working-class neighbor-
hoods in Massachusetts." For the
most part, as I will explain below, we
found that welfare reform is increas-
ing regulatory and service demand
pressures in inner-city neighbor-
hoods and thereby altering the mis-
sion, organizational capacities, and
planning activities of community-
based organizations. The major con-
clusion of the study is that welfare
reform, as embodied in Massachu-
setts Temporary Aid to Needy Fam-
ilies (TANF) policy (specifically, time
limits to benefits, regulations forcing
individuals to find any available job,
regulations against schooling as a
way to earn benefits, and work-first
rules), coupled with erroneous
misperceptions and civic biases
against our poorer black and Latino
neighborhoods, is weakening the
social and institutional fabric of
neighborhoods with relatively high
levels of poverty.

WELFARE REFORM
AND RACE

The legislative and policy debates
preceding welfare reforms at federal
and state levels indicate that the tar-
get issue was reducing the use of pub-
lic assistance, not resolving struc-
tural causes of poverty. The under-
lying rationale of this law is that by
combating dependency the problem
of persistent poverty associated with
families and children will be allevi-
ated because indigent people will be
forced into employment and poor
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single mothers will be forced to
marry and/or be employed (Personal
Responsibility and Work Reconcilia-
tion Act of 1996).

According to the goals of welfare
reform, dependency and lack of a
work ethic represent key factors
explaining persistent poverty, and
therefore public policy should be
aimed at combating such depend-
ency through work-first initiatives.
This assertion is challenged by the
fact that the composition of the pov-
erty population in this country
includes many demographic groups,
including children and the elderly,
working and nonworking people, sin-
gle and married-couple families, and
people with disabilities. Millions of
people who do work full- and part-
time are still poor (Jennings 1994).
Further, the history of antipoverty
efforts shows that this welfare
reform does not represent new think-
ing about the causes or responses to
widespread poverty in our society
(Brown 1999; Hamilton and Hamil-
ton 1997).

Civic and political discourse sur-
rounding the adoption of welfare
reform reflected two implicit mes-
sages about poor people. First, poor
people were viewed as being impov-
erished due to their own dependency
on government dole, but the second
message is that the undeserving poor
are mostly black and Latino people.
Poverty was thereby racialized in a
way that facilitated the adoption and
support of welfare reform. This
racialization was conducted in sev-
eral ways, beginning with polemical
works by both liberal and conserva-
tive scholars and writers who created
a genre of literature proposing that

poverty is not only a social and cul-
tural aberration but primarily
ensconced in the urban culture and
even native intelligence of black peo-
ple (Banfield 1973; Auletta 1983,
Herrnstein and Murray 1994).

Our study and others find that
welfare reform has differential racial
and ethnic impact in those predomi-
nantly black and Latino neighbor-
hoods with high numbers of recipi-
ents compared to other neighbor-
hoods. Since many neighborhoods
reflect high levels of residential seg-
regation and even hypersegregation,
even neutral or universal public poli-
cies can carry racial and ethnic impli-
cations in terms of their impact on
neighborhood services or resources
(Massey and Denton 1993). In Mas-
sachusetts, the concentration of poor
people and families on public assis-
tance that are affected by the institu-
tional effects of welfare reform occurs
precisely in the same places where
we find the highest number and con-
centration of black, Latino, and
Asian residents. For example, our
study found that the zip codes with at
least 400 or more families on public
assistance in 1999 were the same zip
codes with the highest concentration
of blacks, Latinos, and Asian-descent
people across the whole state.”

Building social capital and in-
creasing citizen participation as a
tool for improving the quality of pub-
lic policy and responding to local eco-
nomic problems is an utmost concern
of poorer communities. Growing
demands exist for improving living
conditions and enhancing opportuni-
ties for residents of low-income com-
munities by the building of social
capital through strengthening and
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tapping neighborhood resources. Yet
the federal context of devolution and
welfare reform means fewer re-
sources for urban programs and pro-
vides a significant obstacle to
interorganizational cooperation and
collaboration between neighborhood
organizations.

Increasing evidence, including our
study, points to racial and ethnic dif-
ferences in how welfare reform is
being implemented at the local level.
In some places, for example, black
and Latino recipients of public assis-
tance may not be receiving the same
kinds of benefits that are doled out to
white recipients. In a study of clients
in Illinois who were denied benefits
due to sanctions, for instance, it was
reported, “Latinos were more likely
to experience case closings due to
non-compliance than non-Latinos.
Fifteen percent of Latinos reported
such a closing compared to 8 percent
of non-Latinos. Communication
problems may have contributed to
Latinos with low English proficiency
either missing meetings, or failing to
comply with regulations” (Chicago
Urban League 2000, 35). This study
concluded that the likelihood was
greater for white recipients than
black or Latino recipients to be
referred to education programs
before being required to accept a job
(64).

Another study compared the
employment experiences of black
and white welfare recipients and
concluded that “among black and
white welfare recipients with similar
barriers to employment, blacks have
more negative employment out-
comes than whites. In general, blacks
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earn less than whites, are less likely
to be employed full-time and are
over-represented in lower paying
occupations” (Gooden 1998, 24).
Gooden shows that these racial dif-
ferences are due to discrimination
and a workforce that is culturally
unbalanced, as well as the role that
caseworkers perform in the imple-
mentation of welfare reform. Case
workers have wide discretion in
assisting welfare recipients at vari-
ous levels of interaction and activity,
including the point of assessing
needs and setting goals, adopting
actions for meeting these goals, refer-
ring clients to services, and monitor-
ing the behavior of clients.

Our study, among a few others on
the topic, suggests that welfare re-
form is adversely influencing the
mission, work, and capacity of com-
munity-based organizations in black
and Latino neighborhoods to meet
the social and economic needs of resi-
dents. Community-based organiza-
tions are involved in activities that
seek to provide resources to individu-
als, families, and neighborhood orga-
nizations in the areas of human ser-
vices, education, youth activities,
health, public safety, housing, and
economic development. Ironically, it
is these kinds of community organi-
zations that could help poor people
and families to acquire the resources
and necessary services for social and
economic mobility. If these kinds of
institutions are bypassed, then it
tends to weaken efforts to enhance
the social mobility of poor people and
families or to improve living condi-
tions in some places.
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WELFARE REFORM
AND NEIGHBORHOOD
REVITALIZATION

Overall neighborhood characteris-
tics, including the state of commu-
nity-based organizations, can play a
major role in ensuring the success of
welfare reform in terms of moving
people into meaningful employment.
Economist John Fitzgerald (1995)
notes, for example, “A weakness in
previous studies is that they do not
adequately account for local labor
market conditions or other local area
effects. This omission may bias the
estimated effects of policy and labor
market variables” (43). He adds that

neighborhood can have other effects as
well. Information about jobs may be lack-
ingin poor areas. The degree of stigma as-
sociated with welfare will influence
choices and reflects neighborhood (peer)
tastes, as well as state welfare policy and
personal tastes. Neighborhood may affect
human capital, and hence the values of
job options, directly through school qual-
ity and indirectly through peer pressure
to continue education. (45)

A serious oversight in welfare re-
form is inattention to the role of com-
munity organizations in those neigh-
borhoods most affected by the
changes. Coulton (1996), for example,
highlights the role of neighborhood
institutions and local processes for
understanding how the social and
economic mobility of individuals can
be enhanced: “To respond to the chal-
lenges of the new era . . . more intri-
cate knowledge of the workings of
low-income communities and low-
skill labor markets is required, par-
ticularly knowledge about how these
factors support or undermine indi-
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viduals’ chances of finding a job that
provides a living wage” (510). She ar-
gues that “understanding what
needs to be done to create and sup-
port opportunity within communi-
ties, however, requires a focused and
multidisciplinary program of com-
munity research. To date little of the
research on welfare dynamics and
welfare-to-work programs has been
embedded in a social context” (511).
Another urbanist reiterates this ob-
servation:

The ability for a welfare recipient to move
from welfare to work depends to some ex-
tent on the quality and competence of the
set of local institutions that are in place
to serve and assist her—in particular, lo-
cal welfare, employment and training
and other labor market intermediary in-
stitutions (e.g. employment agencies, vo-
cational schools, community colleges, lo-
cal economic development agencies). We
can assume that the quality of these in-
stitutions varies across areas as does the
degree to which this set of institutions
perform in a cooperative, integrated, and
coordinative manner. Where local wel-
fare and employment and training agen-
cies co-operate closely, and where these,
in turn, are well-integrated with other
community institutions, welfare recipi-
ents should, ceteris paribus, have an eas-
ier path moving from welfare to work.
(Wolman 1996, 6)

Professors Avery M. Guest and
Susan K. Wierzbicki (1999) add, “The
degree of social interaction among
neighbors is a key indicator of the
strength of localized communities in
urban society” (92). And in a study
about factors that explain the state of
children’s social and health condi-
tions, Jason M. Fields and Kristin E.
Smith (1998) report that certain
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kinds of neighborhood characteris-
tics are associated positively with the
well-being of children. Such argu-
ments imply that the chances of
poor people, including individuals on
public assistance, to become self-
sufficient is related to the capacity
of community-based organizations to
work effectively in certain kinds of
neighborhoods. As a matter of fact,
one researcher discovered that the
quality of life in a neighborhood, in-
cluding its institutional richness and
support networks, was a major factor
in explaining the likelihood of recipi-
ents of the previous public assistance
program, Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children, to leave its rolls
(Vartanian 1997, see also Bratt and
Keyes 1997; Schwartz and Vidal
1999).

Many representatives of commu-
nity organizations in our study
reported that they had to change the
direction and activities aimed at
neighborhood improvements as a
result of welfare reform. These orga-
nizations had to shift from commu-
nity and economic development plan-
ning and related activities and
instead respond to public assistance
recipients seeking information about
the availability of services needed to
comply with new welfare regula-
tions. Areas such as employment and
training, community development,
and planning for economic develop-
ment strategies had to take a second-
ary role in those organizations that
were assisting TANF recipients.
Staffing could not be devoted to cre-
ative or strategic planning either
because resources were not available
or because TANF recipients gener-
ated added fiscal and personnel
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pressures. The origins of such pres-
sures are the regulations and proce-
dures that agencies had to follow,
accompanied by new needs forced
upon TANF recipients seeking refer-
rals for child care, housing, and
transportation assistance.

Under welfare reform it is difficult
for community organizations in
these neighborhoods to plan strate-
gies and activities aimed at growth
since there is little information about
the impact of time limits or how new
welfare regulations might affect
their own operations. Interviewees
noted that the new welfare reform
regulations functioned in a way
that inhibited or discouraged collab-
orative planning and networking
between their organizations. This
development is problematic in that
welfare reform is causing a shift in the
mission and capacities of community-
based organizations at a point when
the call and need for cooperation has
started to emerge as necessary for
the survival of some of these organi-
zations (Keyes 1990).

Competition between agencies for
showing that clients are successful
within a work-first strategy weakens
the call for organizational collabora-
tion. As lamented by one interviewee
in our study,

Before, many of us used to get together
once in a while to talk about problems we
were all having in helping the Latino
community. Now . . . they see everyone as
competition. . . . Now, everyone is doing
outreach trying to get the welfare clients
from the agencies your friends work for,
and they are doing the same to you.

Competition is also encouraged
because there is a need to count suc-
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cessful clients regardless of whether
people are being really helped or not.
Another interviewee, for example,
stated that

some people around here are taking our
clients who are still on welfare to give
them other services that they don’t really
need. . . . Some clients have complained
about this. They come to me to help them
find an apartment, and the next thing I
know someone from one of our job train-
ing programs is trying to push them into
their program.

This kind of environment is not con-
ducive to community revitalization
strategies where organizations have
to plan and implement activities col-
laboratively for the benefit of people
and the neighborhood.

Welfare reform further weakens
neighborhood institutions because it
is implemented within a specter of
big government and a highly regula-
tory bureaucracy used for monitor-
ing poor people. President Ronald
Reagan helped to trigger the devolu-
tion revolution by calling for “getting
government of our backs” in his 1980
inaugural speech. Today’s welfare
reform shows that this was not
meant for poor people or their neigh-
borhoods. The presence of state gov-
ernment and centralization man-
dated by welfare reform in inner-city
communities is enormous.

An example of this problem is the
requirement that all welfare recipi-
ents have to report to newly created
employment and training centers for
assessment. They can no longer first
approach a local community agency
for employment assistance. Welfare
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recipients must now be processed by
a central bureaucracy that empha-
sizes a quick stamp of “job readiness”
in order to comply with policies and
regulations pushed by state agencies
administering welfare reform. Only
clients with the most extreme debili-
tating conditions tend to be referred
to training programs, which, in
turn, are mostly short term and
aimed at entry-level employment.
Some job-ready clients are referred
to community-based organizations
that are forced to accept contracts
seeking any job placements rather
than providing supportive services
and skills training to the clients.

The punitive monitoring of poor
people on public assistance man-
dated by welfare reform in states like
Massachusetts adds burdens and
pressures to community-based orga-
nizations because highly centralized
procedures dictated by the state
must be followed in order to assist
people. This new red tape requires
management information and per-
sonnel systems that smaller neigh-
borhood organizations may not be
able to afford, and thus they become
less competitive with larger agencies
that may be disconnected socially
from the community. Community-
based organizations in black and
Latino neighborhoods tend to rely to
a greater extent on public funds since
they serve a poorer clientele. Private
sector initiatives and larger service
agencies can compete better for
reduced funding than can neighbor-
hood-based organizations due to the
possibility of operating economies of
scale.
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In many places, welfare recipients
are treated as pariahs who are not to
be trusted and must be forced to the
first available jobs. Indirectly, this
contributes to social divisions in poor
neighborhoods. It encourages divi-
sive blame-the-victim attitudes on
the part of citizens living in the same
neighborhood rather than building
networks of citizens who could be
working together on behalf of their
neighborhood interests. Racial and
ethnic divisions were identified as a
potential problem created by the
implementation of welfare reform in
Massachusetts in a study conducted
by the Radcliffe Institute for Public
Policy in 1998 (Dodson, Joshi, and
McDonald 1998).

As resources for local programs
are reduced either directly through
lesser budgetary allocations or as a
result of increased demands for
assistance, competition between
community-based organizations for
scarce public funding is exacerbated,
as suggested by Bailey and Koney
(1996): “With the focus on expanding
state control of welfare and reducing
social spending, competition for
finite resources is increasing as well.
Community-based organizations are
particularly vulnerable to these
changes” (604).

Another study similarly docu-
mented greater competitive pres-
sures for community-based agencies
as a consequence of welfare reform in
many urban neighborhoods across
the nation (Withorn and Jons 1999).
It was reported that welfare reform
generated new internal and external
tensions for many neighborhood
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agencies surveyed during 1998. They
also noted that agencies serving
immigrants believed that they have
become more politically vulnerable
in neighborhoods where other agen-
cies are serving nonimmigrant but
impoverished sectors.

Similar observations were echoed
in our interviews and meetings with
many representatives of community-
based service agencies in the three
neighborhoods. In the predominantly
Latino neighborhood of Lawrence,
the director of a community-based
organization noted that “not only is
the agency competing for welfare cli-
ents with other agencies, but pro-
grams within the agency are fighting
one another for eligible people.” This
kind of competition produces an in-
formal practice that one observer de-
scribes as “churning,” which occurs
when

CBO [community-based organization]
consumers of one program are directed to
other agency programs, not because they
need the services but because they are el-
igible in social characteristics, for the
agency to bill or justify their existence to
another funding source. . . . We see this
with Medicaid where a welfare client
comes into the CBO for housing, but be-
cause they have Medicaid are forced to
get a mental health assessment just for
the agency to bill Medicaid.

Thus, rather than government
partnering with successful and effec-
tive community-based organizations,
welfare reform encourages yet
greater institutional efficiencies
and waste rather than productive
collaboration.
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WELFARE REFORM AND
CIVIC PARTICIPATION

There is also a disconnection
between major themes in the litera-
ture on civic participation in local
places and welfare reform in black
and Latino urban neighborhoods.

The foundation sector in this
nation has taken the lead in identify-
ing civic consciousness and the build-
ing of social fabric and social capital
as fundamental elements for compre-
hensive urban revitalization. The
role of neighborhood organizations
involved in community and economic
development has been highlighted in
numerous reports and national dis-
cussions. But while praising the
work and role of community-based
organizations in places with rela-
tively high poverty, the foundation
sector has been passive and reactive
to the adoption and operation-
alization of welfare reform. This is
occurring at the very time that wel-
fare reforms across many states dis-
courage civic participation in poor
communities and at the same time
that it seeks to fight dependency.

The contradictions and inconsis-
tencies between the rhetorical call
for self-sufficiency and reduction in
dependency and the effects of welfare
reform are evident in the findings of
arecent online seminar sponsored by
Handsnet (Gross 2000). The online
proceedings state that “if self-suffi-
ciency for poor families is the goal of
welfare reform, welfare clients must
be perceived in more than just eco-
nomic terms; their social and politi-
cal roles as parents, family members,
and community members cannot be
ignored.” The proceedings included
several ways in which current wel-
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fare reform inhibits the development
of self-sufficiency that parallel the
concerns of community representa-
tives in the three neighborhood areas
we studied: “Self-sufficiency may
demand long-term supports not pro-
vided by TANF. Indeed, TANF time
limits can short-circuit welfare
clients’ attempts to achieve self-
sufficiency.” Further,“Human service
providers need additional tools
and resources to help their clients
overcome major barriers to self-
sufficiency including lack of ade-
quate education, job training, health
care, housing, transportation and
child-care.”

This online report indicated that
welfare reform is undermining the
development of the self-sufficiency
of clients and their families.
Through the testimony of a wide
range of people, including represen-
tatives of agencies providing direct
services to clients, it suggests
that self-sufficiency requires com-
prehensive approaches and tools
optimally within a framework of
developing and supporting stronger
communities.

The inconsistency between “end-
ing welfare as we know it” through
current welfare reform and building
self-sufficiency is suggested by other
observers. Delgado (1999) writes
that self-sufficiency involves much
more than the values or actions of
individuals (see also Bratt and Keyes
1997). Community-based support
systems also have to be intact
and effective in order to encourage
and sustain self-sufficiency in
low-income urban neighborhoods.
Delgado’s review of the history of
self-help movements in this country
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indicates that these supporting fac-
tors include building a sense of com-
munity on the part of institutions;
the geographical and psychological
accessibility of institutions; institu-
tional practices that accentuate affir-
mation rather than stigmatization
on the part of clients; support and
respect for cultural heritages; en-
couraging the development of com-
munity leadership; and building
trust between clients, citizens, and
institutions.

The staff members of one organi-
zation we interviewed, however,
expressed concern that their work in
encouraging entrepreneurship and
self-help is being undermined by wel-
fare reform: “Dollars to be earned by
welfare clients are not sufficient for
entrepreneurship. Day care and
other life issues make it difficult for
welfare recipients to advance beyond
low-level paying jobs.” Welfare
reform is not aimed at satisfying this
kind of criteria for building or main-
taining effective local self-help strat-
egies and programs.

CONCLUSION

While the language of welfare
reform is directed at changing pre-
sumed antiwork individual behavior,
the fact that some urban locations
have relatively large and concen-
trated numbers of families receiving
public assistance raises questions
about the effect of this policy on these
places in terms of institutional,
social, and economic effects. Welfare
reform policy avoids the issues of the
quality of life in neighborhoods,
investment in the economic develop-
ment of these places, and the invest-
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ment of resources necessary for
strengthening community-based
organizations and for revitalization
strategies. It focuses not on strength-
ening neighborhood institutions but
rather on eliciting a prescribed social
behavior of individuals and families
that presumably, in turn, leads to
their own economic mobility. But the
negative consequences of welfare
reform on neighborhood organiza-
tions involved with enhancing or
maintaining the social and economic
health of predominantly black and
Latino neighborhoods cannot be
ignored.

Although generally not treated as
such, welfare reform is manifestly a
community development and urban
policy matter. It must be considered
within the ongoing debates about
effective policy and institutional
strategies for improving living condi-
tions in inner cities—where both the
processes and effects of welfare
reform bolster the views of scholars
and observers who believe that social
and economic investments in black
and Latino neighborhoods should be
discouraged because they will be
ineffective or wasteful.

Some scholars have advocated
place-based strategies as a way to
revitalize inner cities, while other
scholars would use opportunities for
residents to move to other neighbor-
hoods. Commentators such as Robert
Halpern argue that investment of
time and money in urban neighbor-
hoods is not a panacea to systemic
problems: “The idea that poor neigh-
borhoods contain the resources and
capacities for their own regeneration
can be, and often has been, used to
promote self-help without the req-
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uisite external supports and link-
ages” (Halpern 1995, 222). Halpern
adds, “Creating local governance
bodies and mechanisms can seem
somewhat empty when the local com-
munity has few public resources of
its own to govern” (223).

However, this often valid criticism
does not, a priori, invalidate the call
for neighborhood empowerment but
perhaps forces us, along with urban
scholar Clarence N. Stone, to see
it as a “mixed picture.” Stone (1999)
argues against,

Dismissing bottom-up efforts to
strengthen civic capacity in poorer neigh-
borhoods, paying little attention to the
engagement of lower socioeconomic sta-
tus citizens in developing an agenda of
their fashioning, and writing off activi-
ties that might enhance their skills in
pursuing that agenda relegate economi-
cally marginal people to the nonpolitical
condition of forever being acted upon
without a prospect of being able to have a
voice in their own fates. (854)

Welfare reform, by discouraging
the social and economic revitaliza-
tion of poor neighborhoods and by ig-
noring the role that neighborhood or-
ganizations can play in improving
living conditions, can be seen as serv-
ing this dismissal. We found that wel-
fare reform is not only hurting fami-
lies and children but also the
neighborhoods in which relatively
high numbers and proportions of
poor people live and work and where
many residents are actively striving
for change. It is, therefore, an
antineighborhood public policy be-
cause the building of civic conscious-
ness and the strengthening institu-
tional capacities to pursue com-
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munity and economic development
are ignored. Neighborhood revital-
ization initiatives, as well as the call
for increasing citizen participation
and self-help strategies, are similarly
being weakened or ignored.

Community-based organizations
and a healthy institutional infra-
structure are key pieces for urban
revitalization strategies. Strong
neighborhoods allow citizens from
different backgrounds and with dif-
ferent racial and ethnic characteris-
tics to work together on common
problems facing their cities. Today,
welfare reform is undermining the
building of this kind of foundation.
Unfortunately for poor people and,
ultimately, others in the neighbor-
hood as well, “ending welfare as we
know it” has little to do with the les-
sons learned over the years about
revitalizing poor and working-class
neighborhoods and thereby equip-
ping the citizenry to come and work
together across racial and ethnic
boundaries.

Notes

1. The study includes interviews conducted
between 1997 and 2000 with many community
representatives working in three neighbor-
hood areas in the cities of Boston, Lawrence,
and Brockton. These places have relatively
high number of families on TANF and predom-
inantly black and Latino populations with a
high rate of poverty and near-poverty status.
The following individuals assisted in this re-
search project with interviewing and related
tasks: Dr. Jorge Santiago, Maria Estella Car-
rion, Barbara Gomes Beach, and Danielle
Wilson.

The questions posed to civic and neighbor-
hood representatives were aimed at highlight-
ing changes or new pressures that community-
based organizations have experienced as a re-
sult of welfare reform, both in terms of level
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and kinds of services in demand and the re-
sources available for meeting new demands or
regulations. The three neighborhood areas
were studied in terms of how institutions in-
volved with community and economic develop-
ment revitalization strategies are influenced
by welfare reform.

2. From monthly reports provided by the
Massachusetts Department of Transitional
Assistance; population projections and esti-
mates provided by Applied Graphics Solution
(for 1999).
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