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tradition, hut most tended 10 separate polincal advoca-

¢y from development functions

As CDC practinoners gained expenence in dovel-
opment activities, and because the “civil unrest” of
the mid-1960's made the country painfully aware of
the shameful conditions in its urban arcas, the convic
ton grew that something more had to be done. Local
lemders Felt that the “economic problems” in the ghet-

hase of “Black Capitalism” through small business
development. The end of the 1970°s dramatically rein
forced 1his conservatized wrend as the “primary
engime” ol job generation

Presulent Nizon's prime concern was the political

of "independently funded” community - hased

organizations (CBO's), including CDC's, who were
often at odds with hoth local and state governments
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nomic development”™ (CED) emerged in a rela-
tively hostile environment dotminated by the pri
vate, market-driven, Amenican capitalist economic
system. Thus there was, and continues 10 be, very li-
Ue or no political consensus 10 support the expansion
of CED as a viable alicrnative economic activity
Understandably, the first traces of the Modern
CED Movement came inlo existence in low-income,
“poor” communities of color - most notably in poorer
Alrican-Amenican communities. Although "¢ ra-
uves” of all kinds, and publicly chartered * ‘:rp
ment corporations,” have had a long history in the
United States, there are many wniter-hisionans who
trace the “philosophical” roots of “community-based
development carporations” 10 the post-Reconstruction
efforts ol Booker T. Washington and Marcus Garvey.
The effonts of these men focused primanly on
“improving the quality of hife” wathin the ™
Alncan-Amencan communities; they placed much
phasis on develoy of b and/or
skills and the establish of vanous by
prises. These private “self-help™ efforts rarely
achieved any degree of success in poor communities,
and by the ume of the Great Depression of the 1930's
had all but ceased 1o exist
The predonunant model for the current concept
of how 1o do community-based economic develop-
ment has been the “community development corpora-
won” (CDC). CDC's have been a particularly impor-
tant experiment because they combined three criical
elements: the principle of local control, a mandate 1o
address the overall economic development of their
arcas: and the targeting of the poorest neighborhoods
and regions. From their very inception in the 1950°s
and 60’s, CDC's represented a vision of how 1o make
an economic difference for poor and minonty people
nag neighborhood arca. CDC's have been fund-
edthlmh both private and federal sources. CED
practitioners and activists have drawn many of their

Thr.‘ conceptual roots of “community-hased cco-

cnler-

108 had 10 he addressed. and national leaders danted
10 "quell” the nots. Duning the late 5U's and carly
60's. the Civil Rights Movement had also hegun to
demand “economic justice” for Amenca's poorest, and
as a result the US, Congress passed the
This was followed by the
creation of the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO),
dually the idea ged of building a “com
munity-based” institution, independent of govern-
ment, which could bring the resources of the white
business establishment 1o bear on the problems of the
Black Ghetto. It would be a direct anempt to improve
the neighborhoods by creating an economic institu-
tion that could make significant neighborhood invest-
ments, planned and directed by local residents. Thus
was born the Bedford Swyvesant Restoration Corpo-
ration (and its companion vehicle, the Development
and Services Corporation, which would serve as a
pipeline 1o the resources of the business establish-
ment) To fund this new organization, senators
Kennedy and Javits sponsored a national Special
9 as an amendment to the 1966 con
gressional renewal of the Equal ( umity Act
In 1969 the OEO stafl who administered the Spe-
also began a modest effort to
support ¢ y develo cory
throughout the country The goal was to build a politi-
cally and 11} ul “neighborhood insti
tunon” accountable 10 local residents. Both the Ford
Foundation and the OEO Stall saw the CDC priman-
ly as an “investment™ vehicle. and hoth believed that

In Nixon's view of the economic development
process, the “private sector” would be the force lead-
ing the way 10 the ehmination of poverty, by captal
1zing and spinning off small-scale business ventures
owned in whole or in part by minorities, through
injection of federally subsidized “equity capital™ and
“short-term” financing

To be sure. minonty entreprencurs eagerly sought
10 form “small business investmen! companies”™ o
“MESBICS™, but few were successful due 10 the lack
of - ' and on-goy
assistance To the dismay of many fiscal conservatives
like Nixon, no minornity-owaed enterprise was able to
compete with any of the Fortune S00's. Many flailed,
and of the survivors, most remained relatively small
“family-oriented businesses.”

Also, during the middle 70's, a national debate
ensued concerning the relative merits of a 'cuvzvtn-
uve” economic revitalization sirategy (such as CED)
versus an “individual business strategy” (such as
“minonty P hip”). As | sbove,
there was litle or no political consensus 1o support
the concept of CED. In fact, community-based eco-
nomic development was often viewed as too “socialis-
tic” and too “unrealistic” in view of the pervasive ide-
ology of "individual” progress within (he American
“free enterprise™ economic system

Then, as now, CED advocates continued 1o point
out the fact that the private, market-driven, economy
of the US is, at best, blind 1o the notion of equitable
distribution of economic benefils and actually fosters
of wealth in the hands of individuals

any polincal imtatives should be the resy bility of
other organizations in the community

In retrospect 1t appears that many CDC's were
100 quick to narrow their focus simply to “investing™
they sought only to be evaluated by their success n
creating jobs and brick-and-mortar projects. Several
factors combined to mhubit creativity and reduce the
tendency of CDC's 10 seek fundamental changes in

[ ions. First, the technical

wdeas about how to apy h economic devel
from CDC's.

In the late S0's Paul Yivisaker, working for the
Ford Foundation at the ime, was one of those who
saw what federally-sponsored “urban renewal pro-
grams” were doing 10 Black inner-city residents. He
proposed 10 the Ford Foundation that a Gray Areas
Program was needed to serve the needs of inner-city
residents, and that it should be operated with “pn-
vate™ money, outside of government. He saw the Gray
Arcas Program as an “incubator” in which creative
people could experiment with human services pro-
grams for neighborhoods. Organizations were
5ubluhur:' Boston, Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Oak-
land, North Carolina. New Haven, and New York,
among other places varied widely in design and
effectiveness, but did 1 serve as a testing ground
for innovation. Although Gray Areas Programs visibly
demonstrated to policy-makers the potency of inde-
pendent, privale orgamizations working with Cnl{"‘y Hall

skills required 1o invest in business and real estate,
and the role of an investment organization, are diffi-
cult to m|¢raln with an “institutional change” strate-
gy. this diflerence could and did lead (o an organiza-
tion opposing the same cily or corporate officials
needed as allies in devel projects. S dly
CDC programs never had strong suf within the
federal government. and were never funded at a level
of more than $75 million per year. This was a tiny
fraction of the monies that it would take 10 adequately
fund existing CDC's

Therefore, as the pohtical mood of the country
grew more conservative (and President Nixon tool

and [amilies. For this reason it was argued that gov-
ernment should and must play a pivotal role in stimu-
lating economic acuvity in areas charactenzed by
economic and social deterioration and where the
poorest of the population resided. It was also argued
that the idea that should adjust how eco-
nomic benefits are distnbuted is well integrated in the
polivcal history of the US. Threads of this idea sur
vive today in provisions of the tax code and “new
deal” social programs (social security, welfare,
Medicare, government-assisted housing, farm subsi-
dies, etc.)

Unfortunately, the reality 1s that the national com-
mitment 1o improve conditions in urban ghettos and
rural arcas like Appalachia, Native Amencan Indian
Reservations, the South and the Southwest, has always
been temporary and shallow. Today's CED movement
attempts 1o bndge the gap involved in this ongoing
debate by encouraging “purtnerships” between both the
pnvate and public sector, individual entreprencurs,
CDC's and CBO's secking to promote economic devel

office ésvmnnng a program of “minority capitalism®),
the OEO staff de hasized any * |
change” goals it might have had. In 1974 the Office
of E ic Oy ity lost its inds & and

became part of the Community Services Administra-

tion (CSA). Many of the CDC's were then funded

under Title VII (CSA companion legislation) and
ived i | capital” to engage in

1o respond 1o the problems of ghetto resid [
were not seen as “economic development™ efforts.
By the mid-60's. however, a number of community
organizations around the country, pnmanly in Black
ghborhood n 10 establish “develop pro-
grams " They included the Hough Arca Development
Corporations in Cleveland, Ohio; Fighton il‘ Rochester,

CED activities, but efforts to effect isttution:
change became less and less a “pnonity.”

The idea for a “minority entreprencurship
gram” began as a national policy in the early 73:.).
with then President Nixon's proclamation of the mer-
its of “Black Capitalism” as the new solution to the

Reverend Leon Sullivan’s Zion |
n Philadelphia, the Woodlswn Organization in Chica-
go. and Ted Watkin's Watts Labor Community Action
Commitiee in Los Angeles. Some of these organiza-
tons grew oul of an organizing or political advocacy

ty communities. Taking its lead from the Nixon
Adminisiration, the ft government chose 1o initi-
ate the “new” and less politically controversial eco-
nomic development strategy based on expanding the

phight of Amenca's low-income and minor-

opment throughout the entire ¢ Y.

Today, CED acuivists and advocates understand
clearly that “community-based development” is a

1L mainly because they recognize that the

traditional flow of economic benefits must be funda-
mentally transformed in order for these benefits 1o
reach y and poorer ies. More sigmifi-
cantly, they understand that fundamental economic
changes wall not occur absent a grassroots and
mass-based political challenge 10 existing national
public policies on economic issues

Research of CDC's, 5 by the US Depart-
ment of HUD, conducted by the Urban Institute in
1983, revealed that in many instances, despite limited
technical ! ity-based develop
organizations were engaged in a diversity of develop-
ment activities and had a mndmull hugh project suc-
cess rate. Furth this d d
that during the 60's and 70's, CBO's successfully
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provided new housiag construction, rehabilitated (hou
sands of fow -incame housing onits, created permanent
obs, amd spomsored or played significant roles in it
aling community -based economic development activi
ties - from neghborhood revitalization 1o state legisla
tve imatives providing some measure of CED sup-
port through “low cost working capial” and technical
assrstance o Commumity -based Organizations (CBO's)
and Community Development Corporations (CDC's)
operaling M low-income communitics.

Today. as a direct result of the “new federalism
(established in part and popularized by the Reagan
Admumistration) and 1ts massive “divestment” of fed
cral funding (and also 1n response 1o the 1992 massive
civil unrest” o Los Angeles, many minonty and poor
communily advocates have developed a newly found
interest in CED. Thesr primary objective is often to
develop local (and state assisted) revenue- generating
enterprises 1o compensate for the loss of federal fund
ng. After having consolidated a base of support in
their communines through vanous advocacy methods,
CDCs and CBO's are geting a better heanng from
local governments when they suggest that the eco-
nomic revitahization of poorer communitics might
well he synonymous with “good public policy.”

11 1s beyond debate that the “new CED move
ment” olfers a timely mechanism 10 address the
immediate economic problems of minonty youth,
AFDC recipients. public housing residents, seniors,
the unemployed, and other citizens who have been
tradionally gxcludel from the benefits of economic
activity ED 00 a “social purpose™
o - " : percnacaive -

g - CED s not predicated on
the supply-side/ demand-side arguments of macro-
economic policy planners and professionals: it actual-
ly transcends such arguments and asks simply: What
works best for minonties and the poor in terms of
consumers becoming producers. users becoming
providers, workers (sometimes) becoming owners;
and how can the massive outflow of "profits” and
“capital” from poor communities be retained and
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Members of the Southern Cakifornia Coa for Responsive Philanthropy in 1996  Left to Right Curmin Prce,
former Inglewood City Councilman, Bea Stotzer, Pres. of the New Economics for Women Corp.; Shirley

Quarmyne, Pres. Que-Up, Inc., Bill Watanabi, Exec. Dir., Little Tokyo Service Center; B. Kwaku Duren, Exec Dir,
Community

Services Unlimited, Inc.
increasing levels of unemployment throughout the
population, growing numbers of homeless, and a gen-
cral increase in the incidence of poverty in poorer
communities, advocates and activists for CED have
organized local, state and national associations to
challenge existing barriers for developing low-income
housing, promoting “cooperative small business
develoy " opy and casing the quali-
ty and quantity of delivery of social services to poorer
[ s. One such statewide association exists in

leveraged for the benefit of the poor ¢ yasa
whole?

In order 1o assist low-income neighborhoods in
becoming productive actors in the economic process
rather than passive consumers, CED argues for
“decentralizaton™ of economic planning and activi-
tes. Through neighborhood and community-based
development organizations, CED offers an institution-
alized hanism for pl g and implk 2
economic decisions affecting minorities and the poor.

Over the pasi forty years this "new community-
based economic development (CED) movement” has
grown phenomenally throughout the United States
Responding to the decreasing role of lederal financing
for local community development needs, coupled with

the State of California, the California Community
Economic Development Association (CCEDA)
Overall, the CED Movement has been able (o
improve neighborhood infrastructure, housing, and
services, but has seldom been effective in making the
economy of a city work better for poor people. Thus,
clearly there is a need for community- based organi-
zations to come together in “political coalitions” so as
10 affect the necessary, fundamental changes in the
economic prionties and policies of government. Eco-
nomic development is a because the nor-
mal flow of economic benefits must be changed 10
reach low-income and unemployed people. It follows,

private seclors, then it 1s likely to function more as a
“symbolic gesture” than as a tangible contribution 1o
development

Now it is possible to look back and see that the
practical effect of doing development projects without
a political component is to limit the potential of
CDC’s and CBO's 10 cause the kind of “institutional
changes” needed in order to carry out “communily

Loryaery " o

develop a a significant scale.

Ultimately, the idea of “CED" cannot he realized
absent a significant infusion of “capital™ into poor
communities. Thus, ideally, coalitions of CDC's must
[ late political that are integrated with
investment oriented projects with the goal of achieving
tangible short-term results as well as incremental
change in the mainstream economy of the area.
Because the federal government has greatly diminished
its financial commitment 1o low-income CDC's, the
extent (0 which new and expanded opportunities for
CED organizations are created will depend on whether
local and state governments can be convinced 1o gener-
ate, legislatively, significant additional resources to
assist in formulating a comprehensive plan to support

based ic deve)

therefore, that if a project does not bute to fun-
damental “institutional change” in either the public or
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Community
Services
Unlimited
Inc.

Community Services Unlimited (CSU)
Inc. was set up 20 years ago as the non-
profit arm of the Southern California Chap-
ter of the Black Panther Party. Over the
years it has continued to provide tax-exempt
services 10 various community- based orga-
nizations (e.g., CAPA, Police Watch, and the
Community in Support of the Gang Truce).
(CSU also provides non-profit status (o the
NPVM's community programs. Two of
these are our Computer Literacy and Med-
ical Screening Programs.

To continue, improve and expand the
free services provided by these programs,
we need your help. Please send tax-exempt
financial contributions by check or money
order 1o the address on the back page. We
are also in need of all types of educational
equipment, including quality hardware, soft-
ware and technician skills. If you are based
in the Los Angeles area and have compuler
or other professional skills which you are
willing 10 pass on lo others

call (323) 296-4383
or E-Mail lapanthur@AOL.com

Serving the People
Body and Soul!

Dear NPVM,

Please help us. Most of us never had violence on our

| prevention, not de . We need rehabil not
detention. We're people who committed minor crimes
with LIFE sentences, away from our loving/hurting
children and families. Please do what's right.

Thank you'

Mike B. - Possession of 0. 01 Grams
George Lane - RS P. 30 dollars jewelry
Mark W. - Walk away Min. Security
Dale - Reckless driving

Ed - Shoplifting a blanket

Hector - Auto ’il([l

John - Dumpster diving

David D. - Failure to Appear!

Please help us’

),
s Prog

The M's Prison Corre:

record. Many of us have lost our families. friends, jobs
and homes over very petty non-violent crimes. We need

receives

THE CSU PRISON LITIGATION FUND
NEEDS YOUR

DONATIONS AND SUPPORT

literally dozens of letters a month from prisons ucross the
USA desperately seeking legal assistance related (o the

conditions of imprisonment, including blatant and persis-
tant denials of civil and constitutional rights, We are plan-

ning o estaablish a Prison Lingation Fund which will be

used 1o provide legal assistance in response to specific
requests
Send donations (o

CSU/Prison Litigation Fund
P.0. Box 3161
Compton, Ca. 90223




