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Dedication

This was not just another project to us; rather, it was an intellectual
labor of love for a topic we are passionate about. Both authors made
equal contributions to this book. Many people were important to us
during the production of this book and the research at its core. Local
officials, university administrators, and businesses were very support-
ive. Our family and friends were behind us, especially Dr. Mark T.
Wright, who was part of the team and took this research into the com-
munity and is developing affordable housing in Louisville and else-
where. He is doing well by doing good. Sam Watkins and the late
Frank Clay were instrumental in opening doors in the Russell Com-
munity. Finally, we appreciate the support and energy of the residents
of the Russell Neighborhood. We are glad they let us share their lives,
hopes, and dreams.



If you would not be forgotten
As soon as you are dead and rotten
Either write things worthy reading
Or do things worth the writing

—Benjamin Franklin
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Foreword

Our colleges and universities have always been the hope for our nation’s
future. As repositories and conservators of knowledge, they pass on the accu-
mulated understanding and wisdom of one generation to the next. As centers of
thought and research, they continually build on the work of previous genera-
tions, constantly expanding our horizons of understanding.

Our institutions of higher learning introduce young people to the wider
world beyond the familiar confines of home and family—to new ideas, new
ways of looking at things, and, most importantly, to other people from widely
varying backgrounds—to the rich diversity of human experience. They instill
values critical to the health of a democratic society, including lifelong respect
for learning and openness to new ideas, concern for others beyond our imme-
diate circle of family and friends, personal civic responsibility, a drive to make
tomorrow better than today, and tolerance.

Colleges and universities are an invaluable resource for urban policy and
planning, doing fundamental research, providing seminal analysis of urban
problems, developing strategies for their solution, and supporting programs to
train urban planners and scholars. Academic research has already made vital
contributions to the understanding of urban issues and, through that under-
standing, to the well-being of American cities.  But as important as they are, re-
search and understanding are not enough. Articles, books, and conferences are
not enough. Political capital is not of much use unless it is spent on leadership.
By the same token, intellectual capital’s value is diminished if it is not invested
in action.

In that regard, the university-community partnership has been pioneered
in Chicago by the University of Illinois (UIC), DePaul, and Loyola as a model
for the nation—a vivid demonstration of what can be accomplished when
major institutions combine resources with those of government, business, and
community groups.
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The UIC Neighborhoods Initiative is helping to create: (1) an affordable
housing consortium; (2) commercial and industrial area design; (3) entrepre-
neurial programs for youth; (4) adult literacy and community health programs;
and (5) linkage of neighborhood groups on the Internet through UIC’s acade-
mic data network. The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
has supported the UIC effort with a variety of grants, including HUD Academy
(a joint project with DePaul) to train HUD staff ($160,000), the Community
Outreach Partnership Program ($580,000), and the Joint Community Partner-
ship Center ($2.4 million).

Additionally, the University of Louisville (U of L) has worked in partner-
ship with businesses, government, public schools, and community-based groups
to help inner-city residents lift themselves out of poverty. The U of L’s HANDS
(Housing and Neighborhood Development Strategies) program provided sup-
port for the conversion of 150 units of former public housing development—
La Salle Place—to private homes for sale to low-income buyers. More recently,
the university’s Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods (SUN) program has worked
closely with the Telesis Corporation (a Washington, D.C., developer), local and
HUD officials, Mayor Jerry Abramson, and community organizations to save
the 600-unit HUD Section 8 Village West Apartments from foreclosure and
eventual demolition.  They have also provided technical support to several non-
profits for building affordable homes and even converting an abandoned school
into an assisted housing development.

As another example, the University of Pennsylvania Center for Commu-
nity Partnerships was started in 1992, in part to create new and effective part-
nerships between the university and the community and to strengthen a national
network of institutions of higher education committed to engagement with their
local communities.

While I was at HUD, we created the Office of University Partnerships to
help colleges fulfill their urban mission. Our goals were to recognize, reward,
and build upon successful examples of universities’ activities in local revital-
ization projects, create the next urban generation and encourage them to focus
their work on housing and community development policy and applied re-
search, and form partnerships with other federal agencies to support innovative
university teaching, research, and service partnerships.  Now, more than ever,
universities are essential in helping HUD achieve its mission of creating com-
munities of opportunity.

Of particular note was our work with local communities and their univer-
sities and colleges to create a “campus of learners” initiative to build partner-
ships between public housing developments and nearby schools. This initiative
converted some developments into “learning campuses” similar to dormitories
at universities. Family members study at home to learn skills, using computers
hooked up to self-paced education and training courses devised by the schools.
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A good example is the model community revitalization initiative incor-
porating the “campus for learners” concept that Trinity College has begun in
Hartford, Connecticut. Trinity’s plan links it with nearby hospitals through a
new Allied Health and Technology Center and includes three new innovative
public schools, a home ownership initiative that combines housing with edu-
cation—and their own version of a campus of learners—and possibly a regional
children’s science center.  

This initiative has the support of local officials, key private organiza-
tions—especially the hospitals—and the state government. By focusing on job-
oriented economic development, education, and home ownership, the Trinity
initiative holds great promise for the future of Hartford and for the college.
HUD helped greatly through a Community Outreach Partnership grant and
some technical assistance funds.

Tulane and Xavier, two prestigious universities, also brought about dra-
matic improvement to a most troubling public housing authority. Working to-
gether, the partnership implemented a “campus of learners” program for
residents of some New Orleans public housing developments. The universities
and HUD also inaugurated a community project to develop comprehensive so-
lutions for problems in inner-city communities that have public housing.

This book, by John I. Gilderbloom and R. L. Mullins Jr., is about trans-
lating our understanding of the tough urban issues facing us today. It is about
leadership and a call to action. It is about partnerships between the public and
private sectors, profit-making businesses, and nonprofit organizations, between
community-based groups and public agencies, and especially between the uni-
versity and the community. Forging these partnerships is absolutely critical to
the future of urban America.  And it is a ten-year history of the University of
Louisville program.  While it celebrates its successes, it also discusses its mis-
takes so we can learn from them.  It makes a major contribution to understand-
ing the dynamics of university-community partnerships.  

The nation’s cities are an important focus of American life as major cen-
ters for commercial activity, housing, leading banks, community networks, and
international trading companies. They are home to the basic infrastructure of
trade and commerce—our roads, bridges, seaports, and airports. The central
cities are megacenters for the arts, education, and scientific discovery. All of
these amenities bring together people of diverse races, backgrounds, and reli-
gious persuasions.

Many American cities, however, are in a steep and steady decline for rea-
sons both contemporary and historic. Current economic pressures on cities arise
from global competition and technological innovation, which are fundamentally
restructuring the U.S. economy. Having suffered through more than twenty years
of job losses and fiscal stress, our cities are failing to generate robust economic
opportunities and create good jobs for those with less than a college education.
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Businesses have fled to the suburbs or overseas, leaving behind “brown fields”
and empty buildings on contaminated lots that no one wants to develop. These
communities can no longer sustain themselves. Sadly, this fundamental fact of
life will not change with an upswing in the business cycle.

The American city, as the historic gateway to social and economic mobil-
ity, is becoming home to many of the most disadvantaged people in America.
Labor force detachment, lack of education, welfare dependency, drug use,
teenage pregnancy, a high infant mortality rate, and an increase in violent crime
reflect a cityscape in which upward mobility and economic independence are
virtually unknown. We are in danger of becoming two nations—one as highly
skilled, well-paid workers and professionals, and the other as low-skilled, low-
wage workers or a no-skilled, no-wage unemployed underclass.

The resources of our colleges and universities are critical to the fight to
save our cities. Institutions of higher learning must join the effort to turn
around their communities—not just for moral reasons—out of enlightened self-
interest. The long-term futures of both the city and the university are so inter-
twined that each needs the other for survival—one cannot have longevity
without the other.

The American institution of higher learning may, in the dawning of a
new century, be entering one of its most challenging and productive eras.
Among its tasks will be that of helping to reshape the city to become, once
again, the driving force in the economic, social, and cultural life of this nation.
HUD stands to make that task more doable and more likely to succeed. It has
invited American colleges and universities to join in this worthwhile effort.

It is not Washington’s role to pay for everything, regulate everything, or
mandate everything. Its role is to marshal resources from all sectors of society
and bring them to bear on the problems we face as a society. HUD’s role is to
catalyze, facilitate, mediate, and get out of the way and to let people of good-
will and faith in our communities do their jobs. 

My vision as mayor of San Antonio as well as HUD secretary was clear—
make tomorrow better than today. Leave your piece of the world better for your
children.  We must take responsibility for the problems facing us today. All of
us must contribute our time, talents, and resources to resolving them. We own
these problems and have a collective stake in their solution. And, believe me,
the only way we can solve them is together. They must be solved in communi-
ties, by communities, and through community partnerships. That is why this
theme of partnership, of pooling skills, talents, and resources with other federal
agencies, state and local governments, private industry, and community groups
with colleges and universities, runs like a strong, steady current through every-
thing we did at HUD.
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In the end, there are really no words that can adequately describe how
important one’s work as a chancellor, president, provost, dean, board of trustee
member, professor, student, and staff is to the future of this country. But these
professionals have the power to make the university more responsive to the
immediate needs of the community.  I can only say:  Keep it up. This book by
Gilderbloom and Mullins is an important contribution to the field and should
be read by university and community leaders, as well as by policy makers at
all levels.

Henry Cisneros
Former Secretary of the U.S.
Department of Housing
and Urban Development
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Preface

Universities can play important roles in partnership with the public, pri-
vate, and nonprofit sectors. The University of Louisville turned a poor black
neighborhood into a laboratory of innovation. Soon this once blighted neigh-
borhood was rebuilt, reclaimed and revitalized. This neighborhood went from a
laboratory to a model for the rest of the nation. University programs such as
SUN make operational the concept of public-private partnerships in order to
succeed in urban renovation and rehabilitation where many others have failed.
The key is creating a sustainable partnership that can grow with the neighbor-
hood. Urban universities with planning programs can bring tremendous cre-
ative and technical resources to community leaders and should take activist
roles in helping their communities by supplying the knowledge and assistance. 
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C H A P T E R  1

Promise of University-Community
Partnerships

Collaborative processes, or bottom-up approaches, have not been tried 
extensively. When tried, many have not truly been bottom-up. One thing that
distinguishes a bottom-up approach from a top-down approach is the scope of
the project and sources of funds. Most of the failed, top-down approaches have
employed large amounts of federal money and minimal local investment and
have been geographically extensive, covering large sections of cities or regions.
Bottom-up strategies are narrowly focused from an areal perspective, often
concentrating on a single neighborhood or part of a neighborhood. While seed
money may come from a federal program, there is usually a significant local in-
vestment component (25% or more), which gives local governments, nonprof-
its, and neighborhood groups more ownership of the program and its processes.

Neighborhood residents must, in concert with others in the community,
reach out and form partnerships with those who can help revitalize their neigh-
borhood. A broad-based coalition must be assembled to address problems; we
can no longer be categorical in our approach. The categorical grant programs of
the past have not been as effective as their developers had hoped. A holistic ap-
proach is required. The individuals working in the coalition must believe that
they have the power to make a difference and to find, through themselves or
their partners, people who can wield the necessary power to carry out their
plans. Finally, these plans must be developed and carried out at the lowest level.
If there is not a significant commitment by all parties, especially residents, then
the effort will fail. If the plans are being directed from afar, then history shows
that change will be either fleeting or non-existent.

Neighborhood planners working within the confines of an overall city
plan are under a tremendous amount of pressure to remake the neighborhoods
that comprise the cities. Attractive, safe, desirable, convenient neighborhoods
in conjunction with economic opportunities and residents who can seize them
may be the only things that can stem the tide of emigration from the cities to
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suburbia. Scholars almost forty years ago were not optimistic about the future
of cities. According to Dahl (1967):

Our cities are not merely non-cities, they are anti-cities—mean, ugly,
gross, banal, inconvenient, hazardous, formless, incoherent, unfit for
human living, deserts from which a family flees to the greener hinter-
lands as soon as job and income permit, yet deserts growing so rapidly
outward that the open green space to which the family escapes soon
shrinks to an oasis and then it too turns to a desert. (p. 964)

Inner-city communities have severe problems with crime, homelessness,
joblessness, illiteracy, drugs, and a host of other challenges. One might have
thought that graduates from our outstanding professional schools, armed with
the research of our social scientists, could have done more to help our govern-
ment agencies and community organizations reduce the incidence of poverty,
illiteracy, and stunted opportunity. Since these results have not occurred, it is
fair to ask whether our universities are doing all that they can and should to
help America surmount the obstacles that threaten to sap its economic strength
and blight the lives of its people (Bok 1990, p. 6).

J. Martin Klotsche, former chancellor of the University of Wisconsin-
Milwaukee, provides an appropriate frame of reference for this discussion of
university involvement in the community. Klotsche (1966) writes:

Our society is irretrievably urban. Since our cities are here to stay, the
time is at hand to take a new look at them. It is urgent that a major ef-
fort be made to reshape them. This will require serious reflection, and
positive action. In all of these matters the urban university can play a
central role. It can, in fact, become the single most important force in
the re-creation of our cities. (p. 128)

Several cities, acting as laboratories of innovation, have proven programs
that help revitalize inner-city neighborhoods. Universities can play important
roles in partnership with the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. As the late
Ernest Boyer (1990) noted, “[T]he work of the academy must relate to the
world beyond the campus” (p. 75). Stukel (1994) states:

The ideal of the urban university rolling up its sleeves and getting
involved in urban affairs will spread because it is a tremendous op-
portunity to deal with real issues—crime, taxes, the economy, and
elementary and secondary education—the issues that are on people’s
minds every day of the year. This will generate public and political
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support, which will be increasingly necessary in this era of dimin-
ishing resources. And it will actually be doing some good for this
country. (p. 21)

University involvement in urban affairs is not a new idea. Forty years ago
President Johnson provided a vision of university-community partnerships at a
speech to open the University of California at Irvine. He argued that universities
should try to provide answers to the pressing problems of the cities “just as our
colleges and universities changed the future of our farms a century ago”
(Klotsche 1966, p. 51). Six months later, President Johnson addressed Congress
and urged universities to replicate their success with helping farms by address-
ing the needs of the city. He stated:

The role of the university must extend beyond the ordinary extension
type operation. Its research findings and talents must be made avail-
able to the community. Faculty must be called upon for consulting 
activities. Pilot projects, seminars, conferences, TV programs, and
task forces drawing on many departments of the university should be
brought into play. (Klotsche 1966, p. 60)

Noted educational leader Clark Kerr (1968), in an address to the New
York City Chapter of Phi Beta Kappa, asked those assembled:

Cannot the intellectual resources that created the new age of science
now tackle the equally explosive problem of our cities? The threat is
as real and the obligation surely as great. The university can come in-
creasingly to aid the renovation of our cities, and in return the univer-
sity can be inspired by the opportunities and strengthened by the
participation. (p. 14)

During the ensuing period many creative, bold, and innovative university-
community partnerships were developed. These efforts had mixed results.
Cities continued to be overwhelmed by a whole range of social, political, and
economic forces. Even today, the same problem remains. As much of the liter-
ature on the cycle of poverty indicates, urban issues are complex and interde-
pendent. Because of this, initiatives that are not comprehensive in scope do
little more than provide temporary relief. Recent federal programs have recom-
mitted the federal government as a central player in facilitating urban/university
partnerships (Gilderbloom 1996, p. 7). For example, in 1993, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Education’s Urban Community Service Grant Program funded twenty-
three colleges and universities to “. . . work with private and civic organizations
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to devise and implement solutions to pressing and severe problems in their
urban communities” (U.S. Department of Education 1992, p. 1).

The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) has
taken strides toward increasing university involvement in addressing urban
needs. According to former Secretary Henry G. Cisneros, the five-year Com-
munity Outreach Partnership Centers (COPC) demonstration program awarded
grants to institutions of higher learning “ . . . to establish and operate centers for
multi-disciplinary research and outreach activities in cooperation with com-
munity groups and local governments” (U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development 1994a, p. 5). Schools such as the University of Illinois at
Chicago, Yale University, Marquette University, Northwestern University, the
University of Alabama at Birmingham, Marshall University, Duquesne Univer-
sity, the University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee, and the University of California
at Los Angeles performed some exciting revitalization efforts under the aus-
pices of HUD’s COPC program (Cisneros 1995, p. 14; Stegman 1995, p. 98).
Now that the federal government has provided incentives for universities to ful-
fill social obligations, there is no excuse for higher education not to respond.
“As Oscar Handlin observed, our troubled planet ‘can no longer afford the lux-
ury of pursuits confined to an ivory tower. [ . . . ] [S]cholarship has to prove its
worth not on its own terms but by service to the nation and the world’” (Boyer
1990, p. 23).

There are, however, many who have believed that the university should re-
main aloof and apart from the larger society in which it exists. They believe the
academy should be a place for contemplation and a search for truth. They be-
lieve in knowledge for the sake of knowledge. Some of these historical figures
such as John Henry Cardinal Newman and current figures are discussed in Bok
(1990), Cisneros (1995), and Kerr (1972).

Literature Review

There is not a vast body of literature on university-community partner-
ships. In fact, there has been little effort to rigorously evaluate the successes
and failures of partnership ventures (Harkavy and Wiewel 1995; Nyden and
Wiewel 1992). “The academy has not yet devoted much thought to the study
of partnerships and to its role in the social, political, and economic environ-
ment” (Harkavy and Wiewel 1995, p. 12).

The urban university is a much different entity than a business or govern-
ment agency. The role or position of the university is unique in the pantheon of
urban organizations. Many in the metropolitan university do not understand a
crucial fact that Ruch and Trani (1995) make so well: “Metropolitan universi-
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ties are not simply in the city but of the city, and the importance of activities
with their surrounding environment is central to the life of the institution” 
(p. 231, emphasis added). Too often, the university has forgotten its foundation
in the affairs of its community. Hathaway, Mulhollan, and White (1990) and
Perlman (1990) make the same point in slightly different ways.

Universities play a variety of roles in their communities. They are eco-
nomic entities, players in both the intellectual and cultural lives of the commu-
nity, and they have the potential to touch all aspects of community life (Johnson
and Bell 1995, p. 193). As an economic entity, Washington University in St.
Louis, Missouri, formed a redevelopment corporation around its medical
school that invested over $100 million in capital improvements in its neighbor-
hood (Porter and Sweet 1984, p. 58). In Philadelphia, “the University of Penn-
sylvania is the largest private employer and education is the largest single
industry” (Hackney 1986, p. 136). Early on, universities were cultural bastions,
a means of transmitting the fruits of Western culture; they helped rapidly grow-
ing cities by contributing “to the development of the city and to the quality of
life of a new and impoverished citizenry” (Hackney 1986, p. 137). These are
just a few examples. There are also roles that are more traditionally associated
with the university, such as research, which has been a hallmark of the major
American university. “While the conduct of sophisticated research is a distinc-
tive characteristic of a research-intensive university, this research informs and
takes place within a framework of teaching and service; the three types of aca-
demic activity are integrated and intertwined” (Greiner 1994, p. 319).

Higher education has played a role in many research endeavors with entities
outside the academy. This has been documented in a variety of sources. The fol-
lowing are just a few of the many examples. Illman (1994) discussed the role of
the National Science Foundation in furthering basic university research in key
commercial sectors such as chemicals, biotechnology, and software development.
Horowitz (1990) also discussed the research partnerships in higher education and
the funding of research. Individual colleges and universities and businesses have
also joined together for mutually beneficial purposes. The Chronicle of Higher
Education (1993) discussed the cooperative program between IBM and the Uni-
versity of California at Los Angeles for data processing research and develop-
ment. Lissner (1980, p. 320) discussed the efforts of City University of New York
administrators to establish urban research centers at various system campuses.
Winthrop (1975) provided information on the establishment of interdisciplinary
programs at colleges and universities to help “meet community needs” (p. 245).
These ventures do not always result in solutions to community problems, and the
solutions seem to come from a different type of venture.

The history of university involvement in community problems is a differ-
ent story. The university has taken a directive role or provided a limited 
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contractual service rather than working in true partnership with other entities.
One example is found in Medoff and Sklar’s (1994) work. They discuss the role
that planning students at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology played in
providing limited, one-time planning services pursuant to a contract with an ed-
ucational agency. The following discussion captures the essence of the partner-
ship literature.

An Overview of University-Community Involvement

The role of the university in the life of the city has changed over time. 
Before World War I, Hackney (1986) notes that:

Universities were also starting to expand, although opinion as to their
proper purpose was still divided between those for whom they ap-
peared as a haven for pure research and knowledge and others who
saw the value of academic institutions as vehicles for promoting a lib-
eral culture that might soften the rough edges of a society absorbed in
commerce and industry. (p. 137)

One of the earliest attempts made by a university to take an active role in
a community partnership was in Boston. “In 1954, with a grant from the Ford
Foundation, the Boston College School of Business started a series of Citizen
Seminars in an attempt to initiate a new partnership between the city’s closely
knit Yankee business elite and its upwardly mobil [sic] Irish politicians”
(Squires 1989, p. 38). University-community relationships have been marked
by feelings of distrust, disinterest, and disdain (Kysiak 1986; Perlman 1990).
The role of some universities in urban life has changed over time. Universities
have moved from a detached dispenser of knowledge to an intimate economic
partner without abandoning their central mission of education. This has not
been easy, quick, or painless for the universities or their communities.

University involvement in the community has been wide-ranging in
scope, but there has been little agreement on the nature of the players, their
proper roles and responsibilities, and their impact on communities. In fact, 
according to Kerr (1972):

“Involvement in the life of society” has grown greatly. The campus
has even been drawn to the “city hall,” and the predicted “Pandora’s
box” may well have been opened. How to serve the city, as the rural
community has long been served, is now a perplexing problem for
many campuses. New pressure groups are insisting that knowledge
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really be for “everybody’s sake.” The campus still debates involve-
ment while strong elements in society insist upon it. (p. 132)

Urban universities are markedly different from their land-grant counter-
parts. Land-grant universities were founded pursuant to the Morrill Act signed
into law by President Abraham Lincoln in 1862 (Kerr 1972, p. 46). They were to
provide a variety of technical and economic development services to large areas
of the countryside and open higher education to a broad cross section of the pop-
ulace. The initial goal of the land-grant university was to focus on economic de-
velopment and lift the countryside out of poverty and move the region into a
more competitive stance vis-à-vis the urbanized areas. “The original land-grant
universities did a masterful job on agriculture and engineering. American farm-
ers are the most efficient and productive in the world, and students from all over
the world come to this country to study engineering and science” (Stukel 1994,
p. 19). Wallerstein (1969) makes the same point. Urban universities have typi-
cally had a more restricted mission from both areal and functional perspectives.
Their goal was to not only focus on training knowledge workers but to enhance
the social, cultural, and intellectual life of the community that chartered it or in
which it was founded. Currently, many urban universities provide an economic
development component to their community; however, it is usually limited in
scope and application, unlike its land-grant counterpart.

The Roles of the University in the Community

Before discussing the roles of the university in the community, it is help-
ful to investigate the ultimate “. . . purpose for which it exists—the advance-
ment of learning” (Klotsche 1966, p. 19). This is echoed by Hackney (1986),
who says, “the university’s primary contribution to the betterment of the human
condition comes through education and the creation of new knowledge” 
(p. 136). The roles of the university can be framed around its raison d’etre.

One of the principal challenges in analyzing community partnership prob-
lems is the lack of a consistent, generally accepted paradigm in the urban affairs
field (Friesema 1971, p. 10). Even today, the same problem remains: universities
are seeking a role, unsure of what the community needs or wants from its intel-
lectual center. What is the proper role of the university in urban affairs?

Many have tried to define the role of the university in the urban environ-
ment. The producers (faculty) are rewarded for three different things: teaching,
research, and service. Service is a common feature of most definitions of a role
of the university. “The university as producer, wholesaler, and retailer of knowl-
edge cannot escape service” (Kerr 1972, p. 114). The following are three
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representative samples from the literature. Hester (1970) described three roles:
“. . . serving the people and institutions of the city, doing research in the prob-
lems of the city, [and] using the city as a teaching laboratory [ . . . ]” (p. 89).
Stukel (1994) notes that the primary role of the university is to provide an edu-
cation to the people; however, they are also being asked “to apply their research
expertise to the very real, day-to-day problems of the city [. . .]” (p. 19). Cis-
neros (1995), after reviewing literature from John Henry Cardinal Newman
(isolation of the university in the search for truth) to John Dewey, “who 
emphasized that school and society are one” (Cisneros 1995, p. 6), said:

The American university embraces both the research and the service
dimensions. The American university is supposed to focus on building
character, promoting general education, and developing civic respon-
sibility; it best serves society by producing competent, self-reliant
adults who form a solid core of involved citizens. [ . . . ] In the broad-
est sense, the American university system functions to preserve, dis-
seminate, and advance knowledge for the improvement of society. 
[ . . . ] [T]here is general agreement that the American university is de-
signed to encompass the broad range of human knowledge and is ded-
icated to the preservation and advancement of that knowledge to help
make the world a more civil and decent place. (p. 7)

While Secretary Cisneros’s view is expansive, the literature indicates that
there are three different roles for the university in its community that are dis-
tinct from its historical primary mission of teaching. The three roles for the
community at large include: (1) a facilitator or an unbiased third party; (2) an
equity partner or an action partner in ventures; and (3) a technical resource. The
first two are not widely discussed in the literature, since the university is now
growing into these roles. The third is most common and is discussed at length
in a variety of publications. Each of these roles will be discussed briefly.

The University as Facilitator

One of the greatest obstacles to urban revitalization is political partisan-
ship: the games people play (Farbstein and Wener 1993, p. 96; Peirce and
Guskind 1993, p. 2). So many entities play political games because of power,
money, status, or other concerns, that it is difficult at times to determine where
anyone stands on a particular issue. “The city is [ . . . ] a uniquely political uni-
verse of its own” (Bookchin 1986, p. 6).

There is a need for honest brokers1—those organizations whose integrity
is unquestioned and who can remain unbiased throughout a decision-making
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process. There are several examples of universities becoming involved as
process facilitators rather than being a part of the outcome. Their neutrality was
an asset to an overarching community goal. Klotsche (1966) notes that, “The
university can provide a common meeting ground for the divergent elements of
the community [ . . . ]” (p. 30).

Mazey (1995) describes Wright State University’s role as a facilitator in
the CHALLENGE 95 strategic plan process in Dayton, Ohio. The community
was developing a plan to make itself competitive with other regions. “The two
main threats to the economic development of the Miami Valley were identified
as ‘turfism,’ i.e., promoting the self-interests of one political entity over an-
other, and lack of leadership” (p. 196). The community had a difficult time
finding someone or some organization that did not have an economic interest
in self-promotion and could remain neutral—an honest broker. It turned to
Wright State University to provide that service, and

[President Mulhollan] demonstrated the university’s commitment to a
regional agenda and ensured the university’s independence of any one
particular entity in formulating and facilitating the plan. The latter
point is extremely important, because the university’s neutrality was
an asset throughout the process. As a neutral entity, the university was
able to minimize the political turf battles that could have destroyed the
process. The university faculty and staff continually had to emphasize
that the threats and competition were not within the region but rather
with other regions. (p. 203)

This is an excellent example of the university playing the role of the hon-
est broker. The community could rely upon Wright State’s independence, and
the administration ensured that independence through its internal processes.

The University of Louisville (the “University”) played a similar role, albeit
on a smaller scale, in helping organizations in the city of Louisville to try to 
determine priorities for grant opportunities to help revitalize inner-city neigh-
borhoods (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 1994b). The
University brought varied segments of the community together for hundreds of
hours of meetings. These people determined program priorities for grant oppor-
tunities. The University continuously provided information and sought feedback
to make sure that all parties understood priorities and could “buy-in” to the de-
cisions being made. The University played a similar role in its Sustainable Urban
Neighborhoods (SUN) initiative in the Louisville Enterprise Zone. By working
with a number of different organizations, the University developed a proposal
that addressed human and economic development, home ownership, community
design/urban planning, and crime prevention. The University played this role in
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grants that it would administer, and other grants were to be administered by the
city or nonprofit agencies.

Charles Diggs, deputy director of the city of Louisville’s Department of
Housing and Urban Development, noted, “People have a mind-set that the uni-
versity can be outside the process and mediate.” There are some who would take
issue with this characterization and believe the university cannot step “outside
its box.” Dr. Donald C. Swain, president emeritus of the University of Louisville,
in a separate interview with the author, summarized the thoughts of many: “The
university is a neutral ground to help people find common ground.”

The University as an Equity Partner

Revitalizing our communities is an expensive proposition. There is no
single institution or business that can afford to turn around the inner city. Shore
“. . . propose[s] that each American city try to form a consortium of a few cor-
porations, housing developers, and institutions of higher education, health, the
arts, and social services together with all levels of government” (1995, p. 502).
Others have also described this equity role (Goldstein and Luger 1992; Kysiak
1986; Cisneros 1995). These investigators recognize the crucial role that uni-
versities can play in the revitalization process.

There are many instances, particularly since the “go-go” decade of the
1980s, where the university has stepped outside its traditional role of service
to take an equity interest in a venture that produces funds, goods, services, or
other vendible outputs. While there have been many consulting arrangements
between the university faculty and business and industry, this new role goes be-
yond that. It is institutional rather than individual. The university has a finan-
cial stake as an investor in the outcome of a venture rather than helping
facilitate a process as described in the preceding section. Following are a few
examples of the university in this equity partner role.

Kysiak (1986) describes two examples of university-community partner-
ships that had their beginnings in poor relationships between the university and
community. His examples are the relationships between Yale and New Haven,
Connecticut, and Northwestern University and Evanston, Illinois. As Kysiak
points out, both universities were founded before the cities in which they are lo-
cated. In addition, they have international reputations and, as they grew, “found
themselves increasingly removed from the mundane administrative and politi-
cal issues of city life that developed over time” (p. 49). They became isolated,
cut off from the problems and deterioration around them (Boyer 1994).

As discussed in the preceding section, one of the biggest problems in the
relationships between these universities and their cities was fiscal pressures.
The cities needed more tax revenue and looked to the universities as sources of
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income. The universities, however, thwarted the cities at every turn. The situa-
tion escalated until outside parties stepped in to mediate and find a way to re-
solve what was fast becoming a crisis.

In Evanston, the city administration, university, and local businesses
formed a nonprofit development corporation: Evanston Inventure. In addition,
Northwestern University also joined the city in establishing a research park. Yale
took a similar path and joined with the city and one large local business to form
a research park. Yale also started building apartments and other facilities in New
Haven as a way to do some good and secure its own real estate investments.
“Both universities wanted to [ . . . ] stabilize the neighborhoods around them
[ . . . ] creating an atmosphere of development that would enable them to expand
their research and development partnerships with the private sector” (Kysiak
1986, p. 53). In both cases, most of the profits from these ventures will be rein-
vested in the partnership. However, both nonprofit organizations have for-profit,
spin-off businesses that could net the universities significant income over time.
They are helping to improve the economic position of the communities in which
they are located. In addition, they have opened up opportunities and markets for
their faculty and students through these ventures.

Kysiak makes a very interesting point about these developments. All part-
ners are doing what they do best. None is trying to move outside their own ex-
pertise to make things happen. The universities offer “land, buildings, cash, and
expertise [ . . . ]” (p. 57). Businesses offer their management expertise and abil-
ity to market the enterprise to the economy at large. The city provides “public
improvements, some funding for the operating corporation, and support for
some of the peripheral activities. In addition, its power of eminent domain 
allows the complete site to be pulled together, an absolute necessity for mar-
keting purposes” (p. 58).

There are other instances of university participation in economic ventures.
For instance, “Rutgers put its art school and a gallery into a defunct department
store and brought a new medical school downtown, alongside an addition to the
downtown hospital that the county built” (Shore 1995, p. 502). Perlman (1990)
discusses the role of Suffolk University in helping revitalize a shopping district
in Boston in partnership with the city, local businesses, and residents. Stukel
(1994) discusses the role of Marquette University in reshaping the built envi-
ronment of Milwaukee by expending over $9 million in partnership with local
business and industry to revive the area around the university.

The University as a Technical Resource

The university has long been a repository of technical expertise that has
been lacking elsewhere. Grigsby and Corl (1983), in discussing this topic, said,
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“Whether federal, state, and local governments have the will, knowledge, and
understanding necessary to develop such [redevelopment] plans and implement
them is the question. On the whole, we think they do not have these qualities at
the present time” (p. 97). From another point of view, former HUD Secretary
Henry Cisneros (1995) notes:

We at HUD know that Washington cannot pay for everything, should
not regulate everything, and must not mandate everything. The De-
partment’s role is to marshal resources from all sectors of society and
bring them to bear on these priority problems. HUD should catalyze,
facilitate, mediate—and get out of the way [ . . . ]. (p. 13)

There have always been questions about how practical that knowledge was and
whether it could be turned to an economic or a public good. The literature con-
tains a number of references to the varied technical roles of the university. The
types and extent of these roles are presented next.

RESEARCH

The university is a vital source of expertise in a variety of fields. Research
is one of the most visible and least understood outputs of universities. There are
those who dismiss this valuable work as the product of a select number of peo-
ple who look at problems of no consequence to most of society and write about
it for a small audience with neither the power nor interest to do anything with
it! In the words of Bengtson, Grigsby, Corry, and Hruby (1977), “[A]nother
academic study was to be conducted [ . . . ] by white, ivory tower researchers—
a study which would bring few if any benefits to the people” (p. 82). A former
governor of the Commonwealth of Kentucky, the Honorable Wallace Wilkin-
son, referred to this as the publication of research results in “itty bitty journals”
that no one ever reads. In actuality, many university research products, espe-
cially those in the basic sciences and some in the social sciences, result in prof-
itable applications by business and industry.

In the 1960s, the Ford Foundation funded numerous grants for universi-
ties to provide technical assistance to their communities (Ford Foundation
1965, p. 111; Bender 1988, p. 284). The foundation hoped to improve the qual-
ity of life in various communities across the country. The types of services were
typified by Florida State University providing applied research and consulting
services to local governments.

Friesema (1971) expressed a concern about pushing too far past research
and into advocacy. He believes that the more action oriented the research, the
poorer the theoretical development (p. 5). He does not think that is a reason to
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shy away from action-oriented research; it is something to be cognizant of 
in developing programs. He cites the problems associated with programs de-
signed to train municipal professionals. However, others have sounded a clear
warning about taking research beyond the walls of academia and moving into
applications (Eulau 1968).

There are many uses for university research. A synopsis follows of some
of the more interesting applications from the literature.

Hall (1989) discusses the value of universities focusing their planning
schools on providing “feasible solutions” to the problems of the city (p. 282).
Gilderbloom and Mullins (1995) also discuss the possibility of universities fo-
cusing and directing their planning programs on the problems of the inner cities.

Former HUD Secretary Henry G. Cisneros (1995) described the high-
technology research efforts of American universities and their ties to busi-
nesses. He noted:

[In fiscal year 1993], inventions developed at 117 of the Nation’s lead-
ing research universities produced some $242 million in royalties and
a total of 1,307 new patents, often directly benefiting local companies.
For example, faculty at the University of Pennsylvania have made 
approximately 90 invention disclosures per year for the past 3 years,
resulting in many collaborative research and license agreements with
Pennsylvania businesses. (Cisneros 1995, p. 8)

Cisneros and others (i.e., Kysiak 1986) discuss the role of research in advanc-
ing economic agendas, as discussed in the preceding section.

Bengtson et al. (1977) discuss the role of university research in helping
key decision makers by conducting policy-oriented social service research.
They looked at aging in American society in one research project. An out-
growth of their research project was an interesting discussion of the conflicts
among affected stakeholders in the community they were studying. This was
another application of the politics described in Stone and Sanders’ (1987) work
on regime paradigm theory.

There is a split in academic and nonacademic circles about the useful-
ness, applicability, and need for research. “[I]n leading universities, research
is valued over teaching, and pure research gains more respect than applied re-
search aimed at solving problems in the real world” (Bok 1990, p. 50). This
situation is likely to remain as long as academic rewards systems are set up to
encourage scholarly as opposed to applied research. When equal weight is
given to service and action-oriented research, the debate may either cease or
be reduced. It will depend, to a great degree, on what is being valued in the
academic marketplace.
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EDUCATION AND TRAINING

A traditional role for the university through its liberal arts curriculum is
that of cultural memory. It is responsible for passing on from one generation
to the next a method of critical thinking and an appreciation for the heritage of
the literature, art, and beauty of Western culture. Cisneros (1995) notes this
traditional role of the university “to preserve, disseminate, and advance
knowledge for the improvement of society” (p. 7). He goes on to note the pos-
itive impacts of professional training (i.e., teachers, engineers, doctors,
lawyers, etc.) on society as a whole in addition to the broad liberal arts educa-
tion provided to others.

Perlman (1990) presents a differently focused view of the education and
training roles. In addition to the initial training that professionals obtain through
their undergraduate years, Perlman discusses the continuing education role of
the university in modern society. It is a way of getting out into the community
without a full-fledged commitment to be a major external player. The university
can help these individuals hone and maintain their skills while seeking assis-
tance from these very groups in the training of their current student body and in
seeking funds and donations for the institution. It is a reciprocal relationship,
each getting something from the other.

There is another view of the city, and that is one of a classroom. This
goes back to the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and the “Chicago
School” of sociologists at the University of Chicago (Glaab and Brown 1983,
p. 244). They looked at the city as a laboratory, a place to experiment. Pope-
noe (1969) presents a twist on the role of the university in education. He dis-
cusses the need “to bring the community to the classroom, and new and
relevant knowledge to the community” (p. 145). Hester (1970) makes a simi-
lar point that the university needs to make use of the “‘living laboratory’ that
surrounds the classroom” (p. 89). Bartelt (1995) expressed concern with the
“laboratory” attitude. He noted that “[universities] have viewed their sur-
rounding communities as objects of investigation, specimens of quasi-anthro-
pological interest, from which institutional and personal reputations can be
extracted, with little being returned in kind. It is unusual for schools to see
communities as true partners in joint revitalization efforts” (p. 16). Ruch and
Trani (1995) state that “[t]he boundaries between the classroom and the com-
munity can be made permeable, and the extent to which the flow of ideas and
people is accelerated is to the mutual benefit of both” (p. 233). Stukel (1994)
also investigates the educational opportunities afforded those in the health
care field, for example, in being trained in an urban locale. In an unbroken line
of thought, John W. Shumaker, former president of the University of
Louisville, succinctly stated this view:
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As a metropolitan research university, the University of Louisville
must invest in making this community a better place for all of its citi-
zens. This community has become for us an extended classroom, an
extended laboratory for bridging the gap between theory and practice.
We cannot achieve our full promise as a metropolitan university un-
less and until Greater Louisville is able to realize its full potential. Our
future as a university thus remains intertwined with the future of the
people and institutions of Greater Louisville and the Commonwealth.

A vital community is one in which all citizens are well educated,
healthy, adequately housed, economically productive, and safe. The
University of Louisville will continue to play an important role in help-
ing our city, county, and metropolitan areas throughout the Common-
wealth attain this kind of vitality. [ . . . ] We should approach this special
component of our mission with an entrepreneurial spirit. We must have
the courage to take responsible risks—and to learn from our failures as
well as triumph in our successes. We assume this responsibility not in a
prescriptive way—but as a partner. Our philosophy must be one of co-
operation, collaboration, and responsiveness. (Shumaker 1995, p. 13)

BUSINESS INCUBATOR

Universities, particularly through their schools of business or management,
can provide a great deal of expertise to the entrepreneurial sector of the commu-
nity. Many schools are now providing some type of business incubator (Stukel
1994; Ruch and Trani 1995; Kysiak 1986). In this role, the university provides a
number of different services, either on its own or, more often, in conjunction with
others, to nurture small businesses. Lyons and Hamlin (1991) state:

The purpose of an incubator program is to promote the success of
small businesses by helping them minimize overhead, find necessary
financing, avoid typical managerial pitfalls, and ultimately, move out
into the world to function on their own. This support is offered in the
first two years of a new firm’s existence, the most crucial period in its
ultimate survival. (p. 118)

The types of services offered in an incubator vary. The following discussion
briefly covers the types of services offered through university-affiliated 
incubators.

One approach to university involvement in business incubators is called the
“proof-of-concept” funding (Tornatzky et al.1996). Often a faculty member or
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outside inventor has an idea but needs funds to make a working prototype to ob-
tain development funding. A number of programs provide this assistance, includ-
ing the Georgia Research Alliance, consisting of five colleges and universities,
Iowa State University, the University of Arkansas, the University of British Co-
lumbia, and others. Boyer (1990) notes that a university president “often controls
discretionary funds that can work as ‘pump primers’ for creative projects” (p. 78).

Another vital service that university-affiliated incubators provide is ac-
cess to cutting-edge technology. As Kerr (1972) states, “Sometimes industry
will reach into a university laboratory to extract the newest ideas almost before
they are born” (p. 89). Faculty in the more esoteric sciences such as genetic en-
gineering can be a tremendous knowledge source. As Tornatzky, Batts, Mc-
Crea, Shook, and Quittmon (1996) note, there can be problems when the
incubator and university are too closely integrated—especially “if the culture
and organizational practices of the latter impede the former” (p. 41).

University incubators also provide a number of other services to start-up
businesses. These services can include-low cost office or production space and
shared services (e.g., clerical or reception services, access to equipment), man-
agerial assistance and mentoring programs, business planning and marketing
assistance (e.g., research, testing), reduced-cost legal services, and access to
low-cost capital (Lyons and Hamlin 1991; Tornatzky et al. 1996). Schools view
this as an opportunity to actually create economic opportunities in the commu-
nity, to engage faculty in “real world” problems, and to provide students with
opportunities to deal with actual problems and seek employment opportunities.

OTHER SERVICES

An innovative program at Northwestern University in the 1970s was the
Community Service Voucher Program (Pitts 1977). It was a cooperative ven-
ture funded by state and federal sources that allowed specific nonprofit orga-
nizations to purchase services from the university. The organizations had
accounts and were allowed to purchase any service the university, could offer.
They purchased a variety of services from across the university including work
by the sociology, economics, management, social work, and architecture de-
partments. They included items such as multiviewpoint policy analysis and
economic analyses of proposals.

Problems of University-Community Relations

In spite of the potential good that could be done through cooperation, why
is the history of community-university interaction so checkered? There is a
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long list of problems associated with university-community relationships. 
The problems have been economic, political, and social, and they have touched
many other spheres. For example, the city of Evanston, Illinois, experienced 
severe financial pressure in the 1970s. It tried many different “revenue-
enhancing” measures but still needed more money to meet its obligations. One
way Evanston tried to increase revenues was a tax on student tuition at North-
western University. It tried this approach because the university refused to pay
any fees in lieu of taxes for services it received from the city (Kysiak 1986, 
p. 50). This confrontation drove the city and the university to communicate
with one another more from necessity than from a desire for cooperation.

Why Partnerships?

The preceding literature review provides a background on university 
involvement in the community. Why should the university become a partner in
community revitalization efforts? Young (1995) directly and succinctly ad-
dresses this question. “A university’s goal of improving the quality of life and
achieving high quality research, education, and service can be enhanced by
working directly with affected communities in a relationship of shared author-
ity and responsibility and mutual respect for each other’s expertise” (p. 72). She
also offers five specific reasons, from the university’s perspective, for univer-
sity-community partnerships to come into being:

1. To overcome our own ignorance. University faculties do not have
the solutions for the problems of rejuvenating urban areas. But
they can offer suggestions and a rigorous method of testing their
efficacy. By working together, new ideas will emerge, be tried out,
fail or succeed, and generate a forum for continuing to look for
new ideas.

2. To focus additional minds on urban problems, even if some of those
minds lack formal academic training. Where [ . . . ] collective en-
gagement occurs, groups have been able to transcend the temptation
toward quick fixes and search for new integrated solutions [ . . . ].

3. To provide a reality check for our ideas.

4. To diminish our deserved reputation as exploiters. Events that
occurred in the past remain alive and fuel the skepticism [ . . . ].
[The University of Illinois at Chicago’s] neighbors also remem-
ber that much of an immigrant community [ . . . ] was bulldozed
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to make room for part of our campus. These are difficult images
to erase.

5. To ensure the long-term viability of the university. We are not
going to get many future students from an impoverished, illiterate,
crime-ridden, unemployed, homeless community. Nor can the
funds to operate a university be generated from failing communi-
ties. (Young 1995, p. 72)

Existing University-Community Partnerships:
Louisville and Beyond

Urban revitalization is an immense undertaking and is beyond the scope
of any single institution to solve. Partnerships can provide a coordinated ap-
proach to solving these problems. Robert Astorino, president of the Housing
Partnership, has worked in the urban revitalization field in Louisville and else-
where. He made the following observation:

Part of the problem with solutions to affordable housing in Louisville
today is that there are so many good people with good intentions all
doing their own thing. The banks, in particular, feel that they are being
nibbled to death by ducks. I don’t think that makes for a credible syn-
chronized solution. I think it makes for many wonderful small success
stories. I often wonder how much grander the success story could be
if all those ducks got together and nibbled at once. [ . . . ] I think that
is a real problem in Louisville. [ . . . ] Corporate partners are confused.
(personal interview with author)

Every university, including faculty and staff, performs many service activi-
ties for its surrounding community. This service can take a number of forms. At
the University of Louisville, for example, faculty members donate their time serv-
ing on nonprofit and corporate boards, providing data analysis services; some fac-
ulty are loaned on a temporary basis to local government entities; some help with
facilitating particularly thorny processes (i.e., local government restructuring
process), and so on. These are service activities, not true partnership initiatives, be-
cause they fail to recognize that a partnership “. . . is a relationship between indi-
viduals or groups that is characterized by mutual cooperation and responsibility, as
for the achievement of a specified goal” (Microsoft Corp. 1995). In the examples
cited previously, the University is providing something of value and is getting, at
most, goodwill in return. There is no mutuality in the relationship.
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University-Community Partnerships around the Country

This section focuses on just a few of the outstanding university-commu-
nity partnerships around the nation. It provides brief sketches of what is being
done as well as what is working. It is difficult to find much in the literature that
discusses the failures of particular programs.

As previously discussed, part of Yale’s motivation for involvement with
the surrounding community was the extent of its landholdings in New Haven,
Connecticut (Kysiak 1986). It needed to help stabilize the neighborhood
around the university to secure its holdings. The university came to realize that
it was an integral part of New Haven—whither one went, the other would go.
Yale set about to develop a comprehensive program addressing its relationship
with its city. The program was broken down into three components: “. . . eco-
nomic development, human development, and neighborhood revitalization”
(Gilderbloom 1996).

Money talks. Too many universities are willing to invest “soft money” in
projects (i.e., writing down overhead rates on grants, etc.). They are not gener-
ally willing to put up their own cash as part of a project. Yale invested $9 mil-
lion in housing and commercial ventures in the city. “To encourage Yale faculty
and staff to live in town, the university started the New Haven Home Buyers
Initiative. Any university employee who works more than 20 hours a week is el-
igible for $2,000 per year over ten years to go toward the purchase of a home
near campus” (Stukel 1994, p. 20).

Yale developed a broad-based partnership with New Haven leaders and
community pacesetters in the Dwight-Edgewood-West River neighborhood for
neighborhood revitalization. The following is a list of revitalization goals:

1. Establish mechanisms for collaborative financing, governance,
implementation, and accountability.

2. Create or redesign open spaces to support community develop-
ment.

3. Promote home ownership.

4. Promote responsible behavior by landlords and tenants.

5. Improve security.

6. Mobilize citizen engagement and opportunity.

7. Increase employment opportunities through targeted and coordi-
nated access to job training, recruitment and placement, and 
development of micro-enterprise and small businesses.
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8. Promote optimal development of children and youth, in and out 
of school.

9. Create a partnership among city departments and between them
and the neighborhood to build on community policing capacity of
the city to support community development.

As discussed earlier (Kysiak 1986; Stukel 1994), Yale is also investing
money in a number of ventures as an equity partner or is providing venture cap-
ital to budding businesses. In addition to these initiatives, Yale is giving these
entrepreneurs access to university resources to help build and sustain their 
momentum. The wide-ranging nature of these ventures and the willingness to
use its own capital make this one of the most aggressive university-community
partnerships in the country.

The University of Pennsylvania

The Center for Community Partnerships of the University of Pennsyl-
vania was founded on the notion that the vast range of resources of the
American university, appropriately and creatively employed, can help us fig-
ure out how best to proceed. At Penn, over the past number of years, they
have been working on the problem of how to create modern, cosmopolitan,
local communities.

BACKGROUND

The Center for Community Partnerships was started in 1992 to achieve
the following objectives: improve the internal coordination and collaboration of
all university-wide community service programs; create new and effective part-
nerships between the university and the community; encourage new and cre-
ative initiatives linking Penn and the community; and strengthen a national
network of institutions of higher education committed to engagement with their
local communities.

Much of the center’s work has focused on the public school as the educa-
tional and neighborhood institution that can, if effectively transformed, serve as
the concrete vehicle for community change and innovation. Penn has tried to
help create university-assisted community schools that function as the center of
education, services, engagement and activity within specified geographic
areas. Focusing on improving education and health in particular, Penn has
helped develop significant service-learning programs that engage young peo-
ple in creative work designed to advance skills and abilities through servicing
their school, families, and community. Penn students and faculty are also en-
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gaged in service learning that requires the development and application of
knowledge to solve problems as well as active and serious reflection. This
Deweyan approach might be termed learning by reflective doing and active
problem solving.

Community Outreach Partnerships and Strategies

CENTER FOR COMMUNITY PARTNERSHIPS

• Through the center, the university currently engages in three types
of initiatives: academically based community service; direct tra-
ditional service; and community and economic development.

• The center’s director reports to both the vice president for govern-
ment, community and public affairs and the provost.

WEST PHILADELPHIA IMPROVEMENT CORPS (WEPIC) originated in the spring of
1985 from an honors history seminar co-taught by Penn’s former president,
Sheldon Hackney, and historians Lee Benson and Ira Harkavy on “Urban Uni-
versities-Community Relationships: Penn-West Philadelphia, Past, Present and
Future, as a Case Study.” The research of four students on the issue of youth
employment resulted in a proposal to create a youth corps that would use ex-
isting agencies and resources.

• Beginning as a youth corps program, it is currently a year-round
program that involves over 3,000 children, their parents, and com-
munity members in educational and cultural programs, recreation,
job training, and community improvement and service activities.

• Producing comprehensive university-assisted community schools
that serve, educate, involve, and activate all members of the com-
munity is the WEPIC’s main goal.

Functioning simultaneously as the core building for the community and as the
educational and service delivery hub for students, their families, and other local
residents, it intends, ultimately, to develop schools that are open to the public
twenty-four hours a day, 365 days a year.

The WEPIC works in partnership with unions, job training agencies,
churches, community groups, city, state, and federal agencies and departments,
Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA) volunteers, local health institutions
(including Misericord Hospital, Penn Medical Center, and Greater Philadelphia
Health Action), and other community agencies and services.
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The WEPIC is coordinated by the West Philadelphia Partnership—a 
mediating, nonprofit, community-based organization composed of institutions
(including the University of Pennsylvania) and community groups—in con-
junction with the Greater Philadelphia Affairs Coalition and the Philadelphia
School District.

The University of Illinois at Chicago (UIC) started its Great Cities initia-
tive in late 1993. The purpose of the initiative is to channel the university’s
“teaching, research, and public service toward improving the quality of life in
Chicago and other metropolitan areas” (Stukel 1994, p. 19). The Great Cities
Initiative is a minimum ten-year commitment on the part of the University. The
goal is to approach the intractable problems of the city from an interdiscipli-
nary as well as a multiorganizational perspective in hopes of bringing all 
resources required to bear on the challenges confronting urban areas.

The UIC is trying to focus on being a member of a partnership, con-
tributing what it does best rather than trying to address multidimensional prob-
lems on its own. It is taking a project focus rather than a problem focus. Rather
than trying to address the overarching problem of teen crime in the city, for ex-
ample, it is trying to identify projects that will make a difference in attacking a
manageable piece of that overall problem. One project, Incubators for Youth, is
providing young males in a housing project with training and assistance in tak-
ing advantage of entrepreneurial opportunities in the Chicagoland area. It will
give them marketable business skills and provide training in self-development,
self-esteem, and problem solving. Related projects are trying to improve the
transition of students from an academic environment to the workforce.

The UIC has a number of other initiatives underway with community part-
ners to improve life in its city. Some of these include improving the existing hous-
ing stock, increasing the amount of affordable housing, providing economic
opportunities for businesses to work with the university, providing design and ar-
chitectural services to community businesses to improve the built environment,
and improving health care. All projects are being undertaken in an integrative
way to ensure the best use of university resources in concert with its partners.

One of the advantages of this program over the University of Louisville’s
Housing and Neighborhood Development Strategies (HANDS) program is its
institutional commitment. At the UIC, there is a university-wide commitment
to a comprehensive partnership program. At the University of Louisville,
HANDS was just one of hundreds of grants.

The systemic problems of the inner city can only be remedied through a
holistic approach involving education; job placement and training; leadership;
and entrepreneurship training; home ownership; community planning and de-
sign; and related programs. The cornerstones of the HANDS partnership involve
attracting moderate- and middle-income families back into the neighborhood by
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providing home ownership opportunities and giving residents the means to move
up the economic ladder.

The University of Louisville’s HANDS program has helped residents in
a variety of ways. Nonprofit developers have built affordable, energy-efficient,
moderately priced housing for residents with mortgage payments lower than
area rents. In the first twenty-four months of operation, over 350 residents were
provided with some combination of education, esteem, leadership, job training,
or home ownership counseling. The HANDS program helped build economic
capacity in the neighborhood by providing minority contractor and small busi-
ness training as well as supporting a micro-loan program. These long-term ini-
tiatives created the sustainable development necessary for the inner-city
neighborhood to be reborn.

For many inner-city residents, the American dream of home ownership,
economic opportunity, work, and a good life is not possible. Good, affordable
housing is essential to any family. If we want to promote family values, then we
must first provide families with decent homes in which to practice those values.
Vacant or abandoned lots and homes are more than empty houses. They are
magnets for the urban plagues of litter, trash, rats, and drug dealers and users.
They speak of a breakdown, not just of shutters and doors and windows, but of
the strength that binds a community together. Faith in the American dream
needs to be restored by making a commitment to renew the inner city. People
without hope for a better future become destructive to themselves and others.
The Russell Partnership in Louisville demonstrates a viable role for institutions
of higher education and a humanistic approach to renewing a blighted inner-
city neighborhood. When a partnership unites under a singular vision, lives and
communities can be transformed.

Taxpayers are becoming increasingly frustrated by the lack of results pro-
duced by money spent on urban problems. Expressing this sentiment, former
Ohio Governor George Voinovich said in his 1990 inaugural address, “Gone are
the days when public officials are measured by how much they spend on a
problem. The new realities dictate that public officials are now judged by
whether they can work harder and smarter, and do more with less.”

From 1978 to 1991, the HUD budget was slashed from $32 billion to 
$12 billion. Not surprisingly, it was during these same years that homelessness
began to take on new faces: women, children, and even educated intact 
families. As our infrastructure deteriorated, as our affordable housing stock
evaporated, as jobs moved to the suburbs, as high-paying manufacturing jobs
were traded for low-paying service jobs, and as more and more people felt the
sting of poverty and homelessness, Washington turned a deaf ear. The results
manifested themselves in the anger, frustration, and despair expressed in
urban unrest in Los Angeles and in the lyrics of gangster rap, but even these 
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examples are mere shadows of the much larger problems existing in our 
nation’s inner cities.

In an era characterized by fiscal austerity and increasing social challenges,
the university is a sorely needed resource. Can the university be a player in solv-
ing our most pressing urban problems? Currently, universities are in crisis: po-
litical correctness (PC) wars, shrinking budgets, declining public confidence,
scientific fraud. How can universities regain public confidence? University pro-
fessors need to get out of the ivory tower and back on the streets.

The coupling of fiscal austerity and increasing social challenges demands
the creation of new paradigms. As we talk about reinventing government, we
must begin to consider reinventing the university. In the words of former HUD
Secretary Cisneros (1995):

All of us have to take responsibility for the problems facing us today.
All of us must contribute our time, talents, and resources to resolving
them. Universities are not exempt. Students should have the opportu-
nity to roll up their sleeves and get their hands dirty before they enter
the job market. More attention should be placed on teaching partner-
ship strategies and teamwork. Young scholars should be encouraged to
celebrate cultural diversity.

Though visible at the highest levels of the university, the HANDS program
could not claim to be a broad-based university program and has therefore not
sufficiently met the needs of the community.

Milwaukee, Wisconsin, faces many of the problems that old industrial
cities in the Rust Belt suffered. Marquette University was seeing the commu-
nity deteriorate around it. Enrollment was falling, crime was rising, and the
quality of campus life was falling precipitously. As the Reverend Albert DiUlio,
president of the university, said, “We could wall ourselves in or we could weave
ourselves in” (Boyce 1994, p. A1). One of the unique things about Marquette
that distinguishes it from other private schools, such as Yale University, dis-
cussed earlier, is its religious affiliation. It is named after a Jesuit missionary
and is still run by members of the Society of Jesus. However, it had done little
to assist the neighborhood or ingratiate itself with the residents in the years of
its expansion (it tripled in area over a thirty year period).

The “straw that broke the camel’s back” came in July 1991, when Jeffrey
Dahmer, murderer and cannibal, was arrested in an apartment “just 10 blocks
from Marquette” (Boyce 1994, p. A1). In late 1991, Marquette University com-
mitted $9 million to start the Campus Circle initiative to help revitalize its neigh-
borhood, the Avenues West area. The motivations behind this initiative were
pragmatic but complemented the mission and philosophy of the school’s lead-
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ership. The university recruited local government, businesses, neighborhood 
organizations, and residents in developing a comprehensive approach to neigh-
borhood revitalization. The partnership established the following six goals:

1. Create and maintain affordable family housing for neighborhood
residents by rehabbing [sic] existing housing and constructing
new units;

2. Provide quality off-campus student housing through new con-
struction and rehabilitation;

3. Establish walk-to-work and retirement housing for area employees;

4. Acquire and renovate buildings which do not contribute to a posi-
tive neighborhood environment;

5. Foster commercial development, both upgraded and new;

6. Advocate community involvement. (Campus Circle 1994, p. 3)

The various players brought their particular expertise to the partnership.
For example, the city “established a tax incremental financing district, which
provides a low-interest loan to be repaid through income created by the project”
(Stukel 1994, p. 20). The university contributed many different types of techni-
cal expertise in addition to its cash endowment. Businesses were brought in for
additional financing and management expertise.

What are the results? Because of the significant up-front financing and the
commitment of the partners, after a couple of years of operation, Campus Circle
owned and/or managed almost 140 properties, had spent almost $55 million on
purchasing and rehabilitating or constructing new housing and other facilities,
and started a number of human development and community improvement pro-
grams (Boyce 1994). Stukel (1994) reports that the combination of the establish-
ment of a community-oriented policing program and crime prevention-awareness
program had reduced crime by 30 percent. A fact sheet provided by the organi-
zation indicated that it had established goals for minority, women-owned, and dis-
advantaged business participation in its projects. Whether or not this level of
effort can be sustained remains to be seen.

Marquette University is showing that a commitment to its community, a
willingness to reach out to others, and an ability to rally disparate groups of
people to a common cause can make a difference. If other universities would
heed the call and follow Marquette’s and Yale’s lead by similarly investing in
their urban communities, then all urban communities would be revitalized, and
there would be growing economic opportunities for all.
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Conclusion

The university can offer a wide variety of services to the community at
large to complement its traditional roles of teaching, research, and service.
These services can be offered asymmetrically (university has control) or in
partnership (an environment of shared decision making and control). The pri-
mary roles that the university plays are facilitator, equity partner, and technical
resource. The most common role is technical resource. The university is most
often called upon to apply its expertise to help solve urban problems. “Univer-
sity-community partnerships offer great potential for improving the vitality of
both partners. Communities have the opportunity to acquire the empowerment
necessary to rejuvenate themselves. Universities have the opportunity to be ac-
tive participants in a natural learning laboratory [ . . . ] while improving its
image with its neighbors” (Young 1995, p. 77). According to Bartelt (1995):

It is important that universities not lose sight of an important, persis-
tent reality. In each of the efforts noted, from urban renewal to com-
munity partnerships, the essential power and asset relationships have
been essentially asymmetrical: communities are largely viewed as
being “in need”; in turn, they are provided for by an asset-rich (com-
paratively) college or university. This creates a relationship that, in
times of institutional largesse, can be seen as charity, and in times of
fiscal crisis, unimportant to the institution. It is not surprising to see
communities approach such a relationship with suspicion, nor to see
institutions of higher education questioning the imposition of yet an-
other set of performance guidelines. It is vital for both universities and
communities to grasp the nature of community development, on the
one hand, and of the social context of institutions of higher education,
on the other. Communities develop self-sufficiency as they are suc-
cessful in amassing a resource base [ . . . ]. In this context, higher ed-
ucation is a potential resource for community development. It is not
an abstract form of the “general good” that we should be addressing,
but the specific needs of neighborhoods and communities that form
the location and context of colleges and universities. (p. 23)
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C H A P T E R  2

Universities Providing Human Services

A U.S. Department of Education Urban Community Service Grant funded
the University of Louisville HANDS (Housing and Neighborhood Development
Strategies) proposal. At the time, the HANDS program was a fresh, innovative,
bold and pragmatic partnership of business, government, local universities, the
public school system, and community-based organizations. It was a multifaceted
effort and commitment to assist a low-income, African-American neighborhood in
lifting itself from poverty into self-sufficiency. Low-income neighborhood prob-
lems can only be remedied by a combination of programs involving education, job
and leadership training, home ownership counseling, financial investment, non-
profit community organizations, and strategic design. Reaction to the HANDS
program was overwhelmingly positive from African-American community lead-
ers, elected officials, bankers, and developers.

The 100-year-old Russell Neighborhood in western Louisville (see Figure 
2-1) was chosen for this opportunity. It was a once-proud neighborhood that was
home to Muhammad Ali as a youth and was a vibrant community of shops, busi-
nesses, and homes. Over time, as economic and population patterns changed, out-
migration occurred, and the neighborhood went into a severe decline and remained
there until the early 1990s. It was the neighborhood with the greatest economic
need and offered the most opportunity for change because of the commitment of
neighborhood, community, and business leaders. There are a number of churches
in the area, and the spiritual leaders were working in very small, targeted ways to
resurrect the neighborhood, but the needs were too great.

The overall neighborhood was 95 percent African American, with low edu-
cational attainment, literacy rates, and home ownership percentages. Over 30 per-
cent of the households were on some form of public assistance, three-fourths of
the families lived below the poverty line, and unemployment was several times the
average for the community as a whole (U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, 1994b). The HANDS program gathered up the various strands of
commitment, building and training programs, and other activities and worked with
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a number of partners to weave them into a fabric reflecting the people and energy
of Louisville.

More detail on the Russell Neighborhood follows.

The Russell Neighborhood

The Russell Neighborhood contains approximately 10,000 residents and
is split into both east and west portions. Each half of the neighborhood encom-
passes over 100 city blocks (see Figure 2-2). It was one of the most economi-
cally disadvantaged areas in the city of Louisville, characterized by excessive
poverty, unemployment, crime, and homelessness, along with relatively low
levels of educational attainment and training. Table 2-1 contains more detail
about the socioeconomic conditions of the neighborhood.

“Mixed use” best describes the land patterns. The neighborhood includes
single and multifamily residences, commercial and industrial uses, and public
uses such as community services and churches. Many structures have been
razed, abandoned, or boarded up. Several blocks have been without any viable
structures (see Figure 2-3). Pawnshops, liquor stores, and taverns abound,
whereas supermarkets and pharmacies were almost nonexistent (see Figure 2-4).

The Russell Neighborhood was among the city’s poorest. For example, in
1989, the poverty rate for households was 59 percent. Median household 
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income in Russell was only 32 percent of the city of Louisville as a whole. 
According to the 1990 census, the unemployment rate was almost 10 percent.
The most disturbing information concerned the number of individuals, ages
sixteen and over, who were not participating in the labor force (56%). Lack of
education and training added to the economic distress in the area, which had a
high school dropout rate of 32 percent (U.S. Department of Commerce 1990).

There was a clear shortage of affordable housing in Russell. Census data in-
dicate that less than 25 percent of residents were home owners. For 34 percent of
owned units, residents spent 30 percent or more of their income on owner costs.
For renters, it was worse. Fifty-two percent of renters spent more than 30 percent
of their incomes on gross rent (U.S. Department of Commerce 1990).

Table 2-1
Extent of Need in the Russell Community by Census Tract

Census Census Census Census
Description Tract 6 Tract 20 Tract 24 Tract 30 Total

Income
Median HH Income 14,727 11,303 8,835 4,999 8,946
Per Capita Income 6,808 7,444 7,260 2,559 5,559
HH in Poverty (%) 63.7 37.6 41.5 83.8 59.1
HH on Public Assistance (%) 22.6 11.3 26.5 47.9 30.5

Housing Characteristics
Number of Units 813 943 1,573 1,651 4,980
Vacancy Rate (%) 15 19.8 25.7 15.7 19.6
Mean Rooms/Unit 5.1 4.9 4.3 3.8 4.4
% Units Built before 1940 54 49.1 62.2 31.1 48.1
Median Monthly Gross Renter Costs 313 265 268 114 193
Median Monthly Owner Costs 364 368 341 629 536
Gross Rent ��30% of Income 43.1 64.7 48.0 52.1 51.9
Gross Owner Costs �� 30%

of Income 29.2 45.1 32.3 0.0 33.7
Median House Value 23,800 17,500 14,999 67,500 20,429

Population Characteristics
Number of Persons 1,873 1,668 2,420 3,737 9,698
White 210 93 88 324 715
African American 1,652 1,560 2,317 3,413 8,942
Number of Households 680 753 1,160 1,404 3,997
Number of Families 444 379 580 887 2290
Unemployment (%, 16 & over) 9.2 5.6 9.3 16.4 9.7
Labor Force Participants (%, 16 & over) 52 47 43 39 44
High School Dropout Rate 31.0 22.5 27.1 44.2 32.3

Source: Markham and Gilderbloom 1996 (1990 Census of Population and Housing, STF 3A, Ken-
tucky State Data Center).
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Figure 2-3
Photographs of Abandoned Housing

Photograph by John I. Gilderbloom.

Photograph by John I. Gilderbloom.



Figure 2-4
Photographs of Undesirable Uses

Photograph by John I. Gilderbloom.

Photograph by John I. Gilderbloom.



Many residents did not associate themselves with the Russell Neighbor-
hood. The head of one nonprofit service agency indicated the lack of associa-
tion with a defined neighborhood. The city and the census bureau defined the
boundaries of the Russell Neighborhood. In workshops, residents were asked to
draw the boundary of their neighborhood on a map. Most circled one or two
blocks. Their concept of neighborhood was not related to the official boundary.
This was an anecdotal indication of the weakness of the community fabric. This
weakness was manifested in another way as well. One thing that was difficult
to convey with numbers was the depth of despair among residents of the Rus-
sell Neighborhood. Many residents were without hope. A contributing factor
was the relatively high rate of crime in the neighborhood (see Table 2-2). While
most of the crime was property related, there was a distinct increase in the se-
riousness and volume of crime over a six-year period. Particularly worrisome
were increases in minor assaults and auto thefts.

The HANDS Program and the Russell Partnership

What is the Russell Partnership? It is not a coordinated effort; rather, it is
a multitude of programs, services, and activities working in and for residents of
the Russell Neighborhood. It encompasses the programs of dozens of churches,
the activities of the city of Louisville, neighborhood schools, private develop-
ment and rehabilitation, local businesses, and thousands of residents striving to
achieve a better life. It is also the University of Louisville and the HANDS pro-
gram. A list of the partners in the HANDS grant, and the extent of their partic-
ipation, is included in Table 2-3.

The HANDS program was funded by the U.S. Department of Education
in conjunction with local groups throughout the Louisville metropolitan com-
munity. Most of the work was completed in 1995. Evaluation and some admin-
istrative tasks were funded at a limited level in 1996. The program included a
comprehensive case management system, educational assistance, job, minority
contractor, leadership, and home ownership training, community design assis-
tance, and evaluation. The hope behind the grant was to develop effective 
“. . . neighborhood revitalization strategies” (Gilderbloom 1992, p. 45).

One goal of the HANDS program was to help create a sustainable base in
the neighborhood that would allow revitalization to continue after the grant was
terminated. “[B]y project’s end, HANDS will have established an infrastructure
for community development. [ . . . ] This infrastructure will help sustain the
gains achieved” (Gilderbloom 1992, p. 45). This will be important in later dis-
cussions of the accomplishments of the HANDS program. Others (Haughton
and Hunter 1994) have noted that one of the greatest challenges to the continued
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Table 2-3
Participants in the HANDS Grant

Cash/
Participant In-kind $ Amount %

City of Louisville Cash 165,000 7.83
Cumberland Bank Cash 5,000 0.24
Gheens Foundation Cash 94,000 4.46
Homebuilders’Association of Louisville Cash 2,750 0.13
Housing Authority of Louisville In-kind 88,000 4.17
Housing Partnership of Louisville In-kind 19,400 0.92
Jefferson County, Commissioner Owens Cash 1,500 0.07
Jefferson County, Public Schools In-kind 34,204 1.62
Kentucky Housing Corporation Cash 18,827 0.89
L&T Properties, Inc. Cash 500 0.02
Liberty National Bank and Trust Cash 10,000 0.47
Louisville Central Community Centers Cash 7,000 0.33
Louisville Central Community Centers In-kind 38,900 1.85
Louisville Urban League In-kind 15,000 0.71
Metroversity In-kind 5,973 0.28
Mortgage Bankers Association Cash 500 0.02
National Center for Family Literacy In-kind 16,500 0.78
National City Bank Cash 5,000 0.24
PNC Bank Cash 10,000 0.47
U.S. Department of Education Cash 1,520,238 72.12
University of Louisville Faculty In-kind 9,731 0.46
University of Louisville Foundation Cash 40,000 1.90
TOTAL 2,108,023 99.98

viability of our cities is creating sustainable political, social, and institutional
structures around which “sustainable urban development can be framed”
(Haughton and Hunter 1994, p. 285). Table 2-4 contains a summary of HANDS
goals and accomplishments for the entire grant.

The U.S. Department of Education Urban Community Service Grant pro-
grams fund higher education institutions to form collaborative relationships
with government, business, and community groups to address significant urban
problems. In 1992, the University of Louisville was awarded a three-year $1.5
million grant (with a half-million dollars local match) for the HANDS pro-
gram, a multifaceted approach to turn around Louisville’s most impoverished
neighborhood.

One of the early actions was to establish two advisory committees. The
Community Advisory Committee represented the broad constituency of the
neighborhood and the city. It provided insight into the thoughts and feelings of
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the residents as to what did and did not work. It helped make the program le-
gitimate and accountable in the neighborhood. A National Advisory Commit-
tee consisting of subject matter experts and prominent academicians brought a
broader perspective to the program and helped shed light on other national ini-
tiatives that could help in Louisville.

Table 2-4
HANDS Project Goals and Accomplishments

Level of
Objectives Accomplishment Comments

Universities Providing Human Services 37

Enroll, provide referral, placement, and
counseling services to 400 clients.

Provide job development training services 
to 90 clients (40% of whom receive 
public assistance).

Of the 90 clients assisted with job
development and training, 45 to obtain
employment after training.

Provide leadership training to 60 clients.

Provide grant writing training to 15 people.

Be a participant in the process of 180 low-
and moderate-income families becoming
home owners.

Provide home ownership orientation to 
75 clients.

1,462 individuals
served

201 individuals
served

51 obtained jobs
or began small
businesses.

35 individuals
trained

60 individuals
attended

(See comment.)

109 received
counseling;
41 reported an
interest in
purchasing a
home in Russell.

Percent receiving public
assistance is unknown.

Meaning of “participant” 
is ambiguous. The process
included individual and
family development,
employment creation and
achievement, and home
purchase preparation. The
only way to objectively
assess this measure would be
with a long-term follow-up.

(continued)



Table 2-4 (continued)
HANDS Project Goals and Accomplishments

Level of
Objectives Accomplishment Comments

Bring 50 housing vendors together with
potential home owners/clients.

Make available home ownership counseling
and support services to 150 past and present
La Salle residents.

Provide homeownership orientation to 400
individuals interested in home ownership.

Complete 9 prototype housing designs for
Louisville Central Development Corporation
(LCDC) that meet the mandates of the
Historic Preservation District.

Complete a neighborhood design plan.

Develop a plan and cost estimate to upgrade
Western Cemetery to a passive park.

57 different
vendors
participated in the
first two Home
ownership Fairs.

While counseling
was “made
available” to all
La Salle residents,
59 chose to
participate.

Goal was far
exceeded 
(see comment).

13 prototype
designs approved.

(See comment.)

Partial completion
with approved
Russell master
plan closing 16th
St. (See comment.)

Vendors from 1995 and
1996 fairs not included,
since HANDS successfully
turned this program piece
over to a community-based
organization in 1995.

1993 Home ownership 
Fair drew an estimated
300–400 individuals (exact
number not available). The
1994 Home ownership Fair
drew 338 individuals—only
34 of these 338 individuals
reported attending the 
1993 fair.

A “complete” plan was not
developed; however many
components of it were.
Completion of this objective
was deemed possible only if
the COPC grant had been
received. Removal of this
goal was recommended at
the end of 1995.

Because of resources, the
design team focused their
efforts on the 16th St.
closure. This goal was
recommended for removal
at the end of 1995.

(continued)
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Table 2-4 (continued)
HANDS Project Goals and Accomplishments

Level of
Objectives Accomplishment Comments

Prepare a report to obtain approved
developer designation for another tract in 
the Russell urban renewal area.

Work with L&T Properties on the Phase I-B
development.

Participate in the Bruner Foundation
competition.

Refer 60 clients through the Metroversity
Educational Opportunity Center.

20 to have received higher education
scholarships.

20 to have received a high school general
equivalency diploma (GED).

20 to have been enrolled in a family
literacy/Adult Basic Education (ABE)
program.

Half of those enrolled in family literacy/
Adult Basic Education program (10) to have
received a high school equivalency diploma.

Completed. Team
prepared report for
an area bounded by
Congress Alley on
the north, 18th St.
on the east,
Chestnut St. on the
south, and 21st St.
on the west.

Accomplished.
Team worked
extensively with
L&T Properties.

Accomplished.
Helped prepare 
the nomination
package for the
Rudy Bruner
Award for
Excellence in 
the Urban
Environment;
presented by 
the Bruner
Foundation.

At least 70 clients
were referred; 
51 received partial
higher education
scholarships
and financial
assistance. A total
of $21,978.71 
was spent; 
76 individuals
were enrolled in
Jefferson County
Public Schools
(JCPS)
ABE/GED/Family
Literary Training.

L&T is not presently
pursuing new housing
development in the Pioneer
Park area.

While the HANDS
submission did not win the
competition, the team was
encouraged to apply for the
award in the future.

Number obtaining GEDs is
not available.

(continued)
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Table 2-4 (continued)
HANDS Project Goals and Accomplishments

Level of
Objectives Accomplishment Comments

Enroll 100 children in Esteem Team training.

Attempt to obtain an external grant to
support HANDS educational activities.

Work to obtain an environmental 
education program.

Implement a family literacy center at
Coleridge-Taylor in Village West 
(with JCPS).

Help create and provide assistance to a
nonprofit housing corporation.

Assist the city of Louisville with the
preparation and submission of at least two
grant proposals that would benefit the
Russell Neighborhood.

Assist two nonprofit organizations with
grant proposals that would benefit Russell.

Write and submit at least three articles for
national publication.

198 students
enrolled in Esteem
Teams from 
1993 to 1995.

Accomplished
with award of
Gheen’s
Foundation grant.

Accomplished
under the Center
for Sustainable
Urban
Neighborhoods.

Accomplished.

Accomplished
with the creation
of LCDC.

Accomplished.

Accomplished.

Accomplished.

Esteem Teams component
not continued as part of
HANDS for 1995–1996
school year.

$100,000 awarded for 
two years.

Considered duplication of
effort for a separate
HANDS initiative to occur.

Due to low enrollment, the
center was discontinued,
effective 1/13/95.  Students
were transferred to other
ABE/GED sites
coordinated by JCPS.

Enterprise Community
Grant and the 
AmeriCorps Grant

Fifth St. Baptist Church 
and St. Augustine 
Catholic Church

Journal of Housing and
Community Development
(1995);
Center for Urban and
Planning Research Report
(1995);
Metropolitan Universities
(1995);
Harvard Journal of African
American Public Policy
(1994).

(continued)
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Encourage other departments of the university
to become involved in the community.

Help implement micro-business
development at LCCC.

Institute a micro-business loan program.

Recruit 30 clients for the micro-business
program.

20 to have completed training

10 to have received business loans

Identify and target 20 retail- and service-
oriented companies to approach and discuss
the possibility of locating their businesses 
in Russell.

Help convince four businesses to locate an
operation in Russell.

Approach four banks to create innovative
loan programs for business development.

One innovative loan program to have been
implemented.

(See comment.)

Accomplished.

Accomplished.

75 enrolled; 
47 completed
training; nine 
first-time loans of
$1,500 each were
made; six second-
time loans of
$3,000 were made.

Accomplished.

Not accomplished.

The Mortgage
Bankers Asso-
ciation was ap-
proached in 1995.

The exact impact HANDS
has had in this area is truly
not measurable. However,
from the perspective of the
Principal Investigator,
various neighborhood
leaders, and the evaluator,
there has not been an
increase in the number of
faculty working actively to
assist this area of Louisville.
One reason may be that the
reward and incentive
structure of the university
does not encourage this
kind of activity by faculty
members.

45 individuals participated
in a forum in November
1995.

Repeated attempts to
establish new businesses
failed.  It is difficult to tell
what the long-term impact
of these efforts will be.

At this time no new
innovative loan programs
have been implemented.

Table 2-4 (continued)
HANDS Project Goals and Accomplishments

Level of
Objectives Accomplishment Comments

(continued)
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Table 2-4 (continued)
HANDS Project Goals and Accomplishments

Level of
Objectives Accomplishment Comments

Recruit 8 clients for minority contractor
development training.

Accomplish integrated model for university
to respond to community.

Develop matrix to identify categories of
clients and tie specific demographics to each
specific component of HANDS.

Develop and implement a Strategic
Management Plan to facilitate direction and
purpose to the HANDS organization.

Develop a work plan for soliciting private
companies and other organizations to
provide matching funds to HANDS.

Negotiate and execute a written agreement
with LCDC for a set contribution to HANDS
on a per home basis.

Submit a proposal to the city of Louisville
for matching funding for a UofL/City
“Center for Community Partnerships.”

37 enrolled.

A Community-
University
Partnership Center
located in the 
West End has been
proposed, and
plans are underway
to make this center
a reality.

Not accomplished.

Accomplished.

The direct
contributions
and in-kind match
exceeded the 
25% requirement
of the grant.

Accomplished.

Proposal submitted
in 1995.

A study is being planned to
follow up on what
happened to these
participants.

Not able to measure or
assess this objective in any
quantifiable manner.

LCDC rejected this
agreement of a per home
basis; instead, it gave a
single, lump-sum payment.

Formal announcement on
the creation of a
Community-University
Partnership Center, summer
of 1996.

(continued)
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Source: Reginald Bruce, Evaluator for HANDS.

Community Advisory Committee

The Community Advisory Committee was an eclectic mix of people repre-
senting all walks of life in the Russell Neighborhood, from political figures to
residents. One of the most interesting stories involved Mattie Smith, a hard-work-
ing African -American grandmother who worked as a domestic. She never asked
for anything from anyone. She lived in rental housing all of her adult life because
she could not afford to buy a house. Because of the mix of home ownership pro-
grams, she was able to buy, through the HANDS program, at almost sixty years
of age, her first house—not through handouts, but because she earned it. She

Prepare for submission to the Department 
of Education a grant for a 5-year extension
of HANDS.

Submit a request to the university for
ongoing core funding for the HANDS
project, which would have included
permanent funding to support core
administrative staff positions.

Identify and submit grant applications for
annual funding of at least $100,000 to four
funding sources.

(See comment.)

Not accomplished.

Not pursued.

Department of Education
would not fund an extension
of HANDS—it required a
new grant proposal.  This
proposal led to the awarding
of the Sustainable Urban
Neighborhood (SUN) 
Grant to the University 
of Louisville.

While HANDS will not
continue, the direction in
which it took the university
will continue with the
establishment of the
Community-University
Partnership Center in the
West End.

This effort to take place
under the proposed
Community-University
Partnership Center.

Table 2-4 (continued)
HANDS Project Goals and Accomplishments

Level of
Objectives Accomplishment Comments
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wanted to show her grandchildren that they would get what they wanted in life if
they worked hard enough. Hers is just one of many success stories.

The committee members follow:

Rhonda Richardson, former alderman, city of Louisville

Charles Diggs, associate director, city of Louisville Housing and
Urban Development

Mary Hackley, president of the Russell Neighborhood Advisory
Committee

Kathleen Davis, Russell resident

Robert Taylor, police officer working in the Russell Neighborhood

Benton Hawkins, police officer, working in the Russell Neighborhood

Omari Rankin, building contractor living in the Russell Neighborhood

LaGlenda Reed, business owner of Models and Self Esteem, Inc.

Carl Mitchell, owner of local catering business

Mattie Smith, new Russell Neighborhood home owner

Sam Watkins, president of the Louisville Central Development 
Corporation

Patti Bowles, bank officer, Fifth Third Bank

LaTondra Jones, administrator of the HANDS program

National Advisory Committee

The National Advisory Committee was a fascinating mix of scholars,
writers, and practitioners. Derek Bok provided the vision that helped this com-
mittee guide the HANDS effort. Marilyn Melkonian believed so much in what
was happening in Russell that her company helped renovate the decrepit Vil-
lage West complex, discussed later. Each member contributed to the effort. The
list of members follows:

Derek Bok, former president of Harvard University and noted educa-
tion author

Mark Dowie, muckraking book author and faculty member at the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology
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Vincent Lane, president, Chicago Housing Authority

Marilyn Melkonian, president, Telesis Corporation and former deputy
for the federal HUD

Don Terner, president, Bridge Housing Corporation and housing 
author (deceased)

Roger Hamlin, Michigan State University and author of books on
small minority business development

The HANDS program helped build economic capacity in the neighbor-
hood by working with government and private agencies to sponsor a minority
contractor training program. The surge in construction activity also gave rise to
minority entrepreneurship training. According to the Homebuilders’ Associa-
tion of Louisville, only a tiny percentage of African Americans in Louisville are
registered homebuilders. The HANDS program responded by participating in a
partnership with former Jefferson County Judge Executive David Armstrong
through the Louisville and Jefferson County Office of Economic Development
and the Kentuckiana Chapter of Associated Builders and Contractors (ABC)
to provide a minority contractor training program.

The intense, ten-week training program covers topics including, but not
limited to: business plan development; developing business relationships; busi-
ness licenses and permits; establishing an office; marketing, preparing, and de-
livering a bid; estimating; job performance; cash management; operational
insurance; workforce development; and safety requirements. Following class-
room training, program graduates are matched with contractors to foster net-
working skills. Contractors act as mentors to minority protégés to offer
experience and direction.

Through the HANDS program, a class instructor and experts for class
panels were provided, and administrative duties were performed. Additionally,
it worked with area churches to recruit participants.

Case Management

Family Advocate Skill Teams (FAST) were formed under the auspices of
the HANDS program to perform comprehensive family assessments and coun-
sel 400 families in the HANDS target area. These teams were coordinated by a
certified social worker and were comprised of a social work intern, an early
childhood specialist and/or a gerontologist, and a nursing student. Three area
higher education institutions (University of Louisville, Spalding University, and
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Southern Baptist Seminary) pooled their social work programs to implement in-
ternship programs providing comprehensive family assessments counseling to
400 families. Case management placed program participants in one or more of
the HANDS component programs. Each team leader served as a case manager.
The designation of the lead person depended upon the health, education, or 
social-economic needs of the client family. The FAST case manager directed
residents to support services, including wellness, employment, child care, edu-
cation and home ownership. The role of the case manager included surveying
families, planning with them, and brokering and networking with existing com-
munity resources and/or HANDS program components.

A student team was assembled with four social work students from the
University of Louisville’s Kent School of Social Work, one each from the
University of Kentucky and Jefferson Community College, and a total of
eighteen nursing students from the University of Louisville and Spalding
University. Family members were referred to the HANDS leadership train-
ing program, with computer training available through the Louisville Urban
League and educational assessments conducted by the Educational Oppor-
tunity Center of Kentuckiana Metroversity, a coalition of local colleges and
universities.

Households were contacted to determine their interest and eligibility for
home ownership in renovated La Salle Place condominiums. Without credit sta-
bility or an adequate income, home ownership is not possible. For this reason,
case managers assisted in connecting people to job training and educational
counseling. For example, one student was interested in attending a small Ken-
tucky junior college on a basketball scholarship. The family’s case manager ac-
companied the student and his mother to the campus. Tutoring for the American
College Test (ACT) entrance exam was arranged for him in order to ensure his
success on the exam.

The case management teams did not wait for clients to come in. Each
team made appointments at the convenience of the families to visit their homes.
At that time, a complete assessment was made to determine the family’s inter-
ests in jobs, educational opportunities, and home ownership. The HANDS case
management field office was located in the heart of the Russell Neighborhood,
thus HANDS case managers were close to the families being served.

Leadership Training

The leadership training program was intended to draw together individu-
als who demonstrated the inclination and capacity for leadership within the
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Russell and La Salle target areas. A partnership between the University of
Louisville’s College of Business and Public Administration, Jefferson County
Public Schools, Louisville Central Community Center, and Louisville Com-
munity Design Center put together a leadership program to train thirty residents
in the HANDS target area. Through the HANDS program, participants were in-
structed in community organizing strategies, entrepreneurship, and positive ca-
reer, financial, and lifestyle choices. The goal of the training program was to
reinforce and enhance the leadership capabilities of individuals. Child care
workers, home owners, and a chef were chosen to make up the first of six lead-
ership classes.

In order to establish permanent change in the community, the commu-
nity’s leaders must take ownership of and direction for the type and quality of
activities they select. When trained, these community leaders become in-
structors for subsequent groups of residents, thus perpetuating leadership
skills within the community. The importance of entrepreneurship was
stressed in training sessions. A spirit of self-sufficiency must be instilled to
break an often intergenerational pattern of dependency on public support.
Economic empowerment through entrepreneurial business concerns can pro-
vide resources to help implement the strategies developed to solve commu-
nity problems and reinforce efforts to build collective self-esteem. Through
HANDS, a community speakers program was arranged to stress African-
American business-building skills. A program of internships for students
earning a masters degree in business administration was developed, and in-
terns worked with African-American business owners to learn marketing, ac-
counting, management, and leadership skills for newly developing business
enterprises.

Through HANDS an “esteem program” also was developed for Russell
and La Salle youth directed by the Jefferson County Public Schools. An esteem
program provides a positive approach to leadership by using performing arts,
life skills activities, and community service and parental involvement to en-
courage youngsters to believe in themselves, their parents, and their community.

Job Training

Roughly two-thirds of the residents in the HANDS target area were unem-
ployed and needed job-related assistance. Therefore, job training was an essential
component of the program. Persons entering the program had no work history or
history of employment in minimum-wage jobs. Two levels of training were pro-
vided to the participants: entry and remedial. Entry-level training involves efforts
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to inculcate job skills in new labor market applicants. Individuals in this program
who lack basic skills to compete at the entry level have fallen so far behind in job-
related skills that they need special help. Remedial training enables these indi-
viduals to compete in the current labor market, because minimum-wage laws
often make employers reluctant or unable to provide general training to unskilled
workers. The Louisville Urban League administered the program.

Trainees began an eight-week course in computer skills training as a part
of the HANDS project. The course was designed to familiarize students with
business computer systems, computer terminology, word processing (Word-
Perfect), typing speed development, spreadsheet use and application (Microsoft
Excel), alpha and numeric data entry, and current trends in the use of computer
software. Trainees found employment in local firms such as insurance agen-
cies, Louisville Gas & Electric, the American Red Cross, and Cumberland
Bank.

Job training covered basic workforce skills, including self-actualization,
human relations-interpersonal communications, employer expectations, em-
ployability skills, and job search techniques. The University of Louisville
Labor Management Center provided a training segment on effective communi-
cation skills in the workplace, which utilized role-playing and other hands-on
techniques to illustrate the importance of meaningful communication in the
work setting.

Another important part of job training was a mentoring program to assist
unemployed or underemployed adults to become successful in the workplace.
The unique quality of this program involved creating a necessary bridge to em-
ployment opportunities in the community. Each job trainee was assigned a
mentor, a leader in labor or management relations who could give one-on-one
attention to the trainees and who were aware of the appropriate skills needed
to help job trainees succeed in the world of work.

Education

Like job training, education is central to the success of revitalizing an inner
city. The more one learns, the more one earns. Educational programs can turn
the unemployed into the employable and give those in minimum-wage jobs the
means to earn higher salaries, allowing them greater home ownership opportu-
nities. The School of Education at the University of Louisville contributed ideas,
talent, and training through a new teacher education program using student
teachers and certified teachers. Working with the University of Louisville’s
School of Education, a comprehensive program was established to advance the
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educational achievements of residents. This comprehensive effort included the
following four components:

Adults and Children Coordinated Education (ACCE)

The ACCE component provides education services for youth and adults
who needed help to complete their high school education. Accredited classes in
local community centers prepare residents to obtain the GED. High school and
other continuing education courses are available through the Jefferson County
Public Schools, Adult and Continuing Education Program.

Pooling Assets for Continuing Educational Development (PACED)

When youths and adults complete the requirements for a high school
diploma, higher education becomes possible. The PACED component contin-
ues where ACCE ends. An outreach program under the Kentuckiana Metrover-
sity assists in providing financial aid to area residents seeking to attend college
or other educational or vocational training programs. The staff of Metroversity
provides ongoing educational counseling and workshops for residents at com-
munity centers located in their own neighborhood. Scholarships are solicited
from private corporations and foundations.

Literacy Is a Family Affair (LAFA)

With the assistance of the National Center for Family Literacy, the HANDS
program assists in combating illiteracy. Using family literacy programs, LAFA
ties two generations together in a unique educational opportunity. Parents and
children learn together and attend school together. As parents identify their
strengths and develop literacy skills, essential messages about the importance of
education are passed successfully to their children. Parents and children become
partners in learning. The National Center for Family Literacy is working with the
residents of the Russell and La Salle target areas in implementing this program.
Early research indicates that 90 percent of the children who have participated in
family literacy programs improved school performance.

Community Teaching and Tutoring (CTT)

The CTT program utilizes University of Louisville School of Education stu-
dents as tutors and teachers for the residents of the target areas. A weeknight com-
munity study hall is available. The study hall is equipped with computers for
training in basic job skills, remedial education, and grade school and high school
programs. University of Louisville student interns work directly with residents on
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their homework. Older students are encouraged to work as mentors to younger stu-
dents. The education program requires pre-service or student teachers to complete
a specified number of community service hours as a requirement for graduation.
The HANDS program uses education as the foundation for building a vision of
paths toward the development of a sense of community.

Summary of the Accomplishments
of the Goals and Objectives Set1

The worth and merit of a program such as HANDS must be assessed both
in terms of the quantitative accomplishment of goals and objectives and in
terms deemed more qualitative. Indeed, because of the nature of some of the
goals and objectives (e.g., “for HANDS to become a model of community part-
nerships”), it would be meaningless to attempt a purely quantitative assessment
of goal accomplishment. The HANDS personnel created and supported ser-
vices in the following areas: case management intake and referral, small busi-
ness development, home ownership counseling, education, job training, and
community development and planning. Additionally, the HANDS staff worked
to help create community-university partnerships.

An important aspect of this partnership development was the initial contact
most residents in Russell had with the HANDS program—case management. The
role of case management included surveying families, planning with them, and
brokering and networking with existing community resources. Indeed, case man-
agement’s overarching purpose was to help create partnerships directly with Rus-
sell residents. The case management teams often did not wait for clients to come
to them. Each team made appointments at the convenience of the families to visit
their homes. An assessment was made to determine the family’s interests in jobs,
educational opportunities, and home ownership. An important aspect of this intake
and referral process was the creation of a HANDS case management field office
located in the East Russell Neighborhood in the two census tracts with the great-
est poverty. The HANDS case managers were close to the families served.

A multidisciplinary team designed and implemented a computer informa-
tion system to document HANDS services to residents of the Russell and La Salle
neighborhoods. The database served three primary purposes: (1) it provided in-
formation as to who was served and which services were provided; (2) it was a
management tool to let HANDS leadership know if the program was meeting
goals and objectives as stated in the strategic plan; and (3) it assisted in the evalu-
ation of HANDS programs by providing information about client characteristics
and service history that could be (to some extent) linked to service outcomes.
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At different times, case managers collected information about families
and services. These case managers were interns from the Kent School of Social
Work, Southern Baptist Seminary, and Jefferson Community College. Another
important source of information about services provided was the service
provider. While case management provided information about program refer-
rals, the service provider (e.g., the Louisville Urban League, in terms of job
training and development) supplied information concerning actual program en-
rollment and completion. Thus the handoff of information between case man-
agement and the service provider was an important link in the completeness 
of the database. This handoff of information was met with some difficulties.
The original database developed specifically for the HANDS program turned
out to be a rather cumbersome program used for evaluation and tracking 
purposes. The HANDS leadership should have asked why it spent all the
money it did on a system that did not work as needed, when a simpler program
could work to everyone’s best interests. Eventually, the database was trans-
formed into a system that could be used relatively easily and with confidence
as to its completeness.

Households Served

The HANDS program served 664 households and 1,462 individuals since
its inception in January 1993. A brief profile of those served reveals that: (1)
nearly 94 percent of those served were African American; (2) of those who
were of working age (eighteen or greater), 48 percent worked full time and 27
percent were unemployed; (3) of those who were of working age, approxi-
mately 46 percent had a high school education or less; (4) the mean monthly in-
come (from all sources) of all households served by HANDS was $795.41,
with half of all households earning less than $692.50 per month; and (5) almost
75 percent of the households were headed by women who, for the most part,
were single or separated parents. (See Table 2-4 for a summary of the accom-
plishment of objectives.)

The HANDS program also was a participant in services not directly a part
of the Strategic Management Plan. Some additional activities include conduct-
ing two home maintenance programs in 1994 and 1995; enrolling children in a
summer children’s leadership program at Western Middle School in 1995; en-
rolling individuals in an apprenticeship preparatory class during 1995; en-
rolling individuals in a community writing workshop; conducting a “Youth Law
Day”; conducting a “Law School for Non-Lawyers” program; and enrolling in-
dividuals in a workshop on making homes more accessible to those with spe-
cial physical needs.
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A Qualitative Assessment of the HANDS Program

PROGRAM ACHIEVEMENTS

The initial objectives for the HANDS program were quite broad—covering
the areas of case management counseling, job training, education training, lead-
ership training, home ownership, and community-neighborhood design. So too
were the stated objectives and impact. For example, when first conceived,
HANDS promised to help 108 students achieve their high school equivalency
certificates, to provide higher education scholarships to 225 individuals, and 
to give 150 families literacy training. Further, HANDS sought to turn 180 low-
income families into home owners and to create a neighborhood master plan
around which new development could occur.

Earlier mid-project evaluations identified certain areas of strength within
the HANDS project. Specifically, the areas of community design, home own-
ership counseling, and the home ownership fairs were seen as being quite suc-
cessful. Community design brought to those interested in neighborhood
development a skill and an expertise base previously nonexistent within the
Russell Neighborhood. The home ownership fairs, on the other hand, brought
together housing vendors with low-to-moderate income individuals interested
in home ownership. Indeed, one of the underlying missions of HANDS was to
develop “strategies” for promoting home ownership within the Russell Neigh-
borhood. With the home ownership fair, HANDS facilitated the community
(vendors and interested home-buying citizens) through a process that, hope-
fully, will lead to home ownership. After two years of successful fairs, the home
ownership fair was turned over to a community partner in 1995. Thus an im-
plicit objective of HANDS, the development of sustainable strategies within the
community, was partly met.

The same mid-project evaluations identified areas where success was less
than clear. Within the area of education, it was apparent that there was little that
HANDS could do directly to help a large number of residents achieve their
GED. Much of this was due to the low educational level of the clients when
they began training. Furthermore, the infrastructure required for a successful
family literacy program was found to be beyond the scope of HANDS.

While a large number of students enrolled in the Esteem Teams component
of HANDS, and indeed reported happiness with the program, the long-term im-
pact of this training is unknown. One area of the education components that
seemed most appropriate for the HANDS project was the provision of instruc-
tional assistance to individuals wishing to attend Jefferson Community College
(JCC) and Kentucky Technical Vocational School (KTVS) for specific training re-
lated to obtaining jobs. While the success of JCC and KTVS courses was beyond
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the extent of this evaluation, the strategy of HANDS helping to facilitate partner-
ships between residents and these institutions was clearly a primary charge of the
project.

Within the area of job training, HANDS also experienced mixed results.
After the first year, it became apparent that an eight-week computer training
program was insufficient to take individuals with few clerical skills and train
them in the areas of basic workforce skills, computer literacy, and office skills.
As a result, the emphasis began to shift to helping individuals prepare them-
selves mentally and emotionally for jobs. While there were generally favorable
perceptions from the Job Readiness Training Program for those who attended,
many Russell residents stated that they were not interested in the program be-
cause it did not offer specific skill training. In the third year of the project, spe-
cific training in the construction trade was provided. Only five individuals
graduated from this program. Of those five who graduated, only one got a job
in construction. However, staff time in this project was extremely high. In ret-
rospect, money for this project component (and some of the other human ser-
vice project components) could have been better spent in other ways.

The mid-project development of Small Business Training and the Micro-
Loan programs was a strategy that showed a fair potential. One of the major im-
pediments of Russell residents purchasing homes is that few current incomes
were sufficient for mortgage payments. The creation of new businesses based
in the neighborhood not only directly helps the business owner but helps cre-
ate jobs in the neighborhood.

Finally, while leadership training began with promise, it was difficult to
sustain sufficient numbers of new training registrants. At the same time, past
graduates of this program remained, for the most part, interested in learning
more about how to make a positive impact on the Russell Neighborhood. Thus
focus shifted to further developing the leadership and organizing skills of past
graduates—with discussions on the development of grassroots leadership proj-
ects. This shift of strategy—focusing on a few individuals who may effect
changes within Russell—continues. While the long-term impact is unknown,
previous leadership training graduates should be followed in the future for their
contributions to the community.

PROCESS ACHIEVEMENTS AND GROWTH

The initial approach for the HANDS program was not only to facilitate
coalitions and partnerships in the community to achieve revitalization but also
to be a direct service provider—helping residents improve their conditions in
life through leadership, job, and education training. As a result, the project
components often proceeded in different directions and without awareness of
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what other project components were doing. Perhaps this was due, in large part,
to the pressures the project leadership team placed on itself to “hit the ground
running” when the project first started. With so much to do, and so little time in
which to do it, too little attention was given to such things as goal and objective
clarification, realism (or lack thereof ) of objectives, ensuring adequate com-
munication across project staff, and documentation and evaluation of project
components. As accurately portrayed in an article in the Courier-Journal on
May 29, 1994 (by Nina Walfoort), a lack of records made assessing the effects
of HANDS hard to establish.

Partly due to the aforementioned newspaper article, and partly due to proj-
ect leadership changes, the next nine months took HANDS staff on an extensive
search for where the project had been and where it was heading. This internal as-
sessment culminated in the initial strategic management plan for HANDS. The
plan that was developed identified measurable objectives for project components.
A further development was that through this internal assessment process, the flow
of communication across project components greatly increased.

CHANGES IN THE RUSSELL NEIGHBORHOOD

That the Russell Neighborhood has changed much since January 1993 is
without question. For example, with the exception of census tract 20, where
there has been a significant increase in crime, Russell’s other three census tracts
have shown an actual decrease in the total number of crimes committed (see
Appendix B). The reason for this drop goes far beyond the actions of HANDS
(or any single effort). Nonetheless, it does illustrate that change was on the way.
Indeed, renovation has taken place at an increasing rate. For example, accord-
ing to James Allen (former director, city of Louisville Department of Housing
and Urban Development), through the efforts of four organizations (Project Re-
bound, thirty-eight; LCDC, eleven; Habitat for Humanity, forty-six; and
Canaan Baptist Church, two), ninety-seven new single-family homes were built
over a four-year period, with more homes under construction. In addition, 170
new apartments were developed through the energies of Hampton Place, Clark
Development, and LDG Properties. Further, approximately sixteen single-fam-
ily homes and forty multifamily homes were rehabilitated since 1993. There
has also been commercial development in the construction of Jay’s Restaurant,
the rehabilitation of the old Jay’s Restaurant site, and the rehabilitation of the
Village West Mall. Also, two churches in Russell (Plymouth Congregational
Church of Christ and West Chestnut Street Baptist Church) have undergone
land development and improvements.

With such a large number of individuals and organizations effecting
changes in Russell, it could be suggested that a more centralized and controlled
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approach would be more effective. However, according to Allen, “I’m not sure
that all the efforts in Russell have to be centrally controlled. It’s better having a
bunch of people doing something different. You get much more innovation and
initiative.”

On Tuesday, June 18, 1996, Mayor Abramson announced that construc-
tion would begin soon on the complete restoration of Village West. The total
cost of the redevelopment effort was $33.7 million. When the revitalization ef-
forts in Russell are completed, there clearly will be a “Russell Miracle” to share
with the rest of the country. As Mayor Abramson stated, this restoration of Vil-
lage West is due “to the dedication and hard work of so many people. The bank-
ing industry in this community, the non-profit sector in this community, the
private sector in this community, the education community, and people at the
federal, state, and local levels of our government.” In many ways, this develop-
ment in the revitalization of Russell was an outgrowth of partnerships within
the community. Mayor Abramson reflected this notion when he stated: “I don’t
think there is another city in America that would possibly have been able to or-
ganize the partnership, the public–private partnership that came together in
order to carry out this very unique urban renovation.”

Was HANDS the reason behind such an outgrowth? It was a significant
partner in a team of organizations. The general partner in the new ownership is
Telesis Corp. of Washington, D.C.—a company specializing in rebuilding neigh-
borhoods and building affordable housing. Marilyn Melkonian, the president of
Telesis, was on the National Advisory Committee for HANDS. A coincidence?
One role HANDS played was facilitating the creation of additional partnerships
in the community. Another role played by HANDS in this effort was providing a
variety of additional services and activities. Through a new program made possi-
ble by the work of HANDS, the University of Louisville’s SUN program, Mayor
Abramson noted that John Gilderbloom “will continue to provide assistance to
Village West with crime prevention, community planning, and other needs.”

An important way in which SUN differs from HANDS is in the organiza-
tion of the project members. The HANDS program quickly developed into a
rigid hierarchical organization that was, in many ways, inefficient and nonre-
sponsive. To get something done in job training, the director would have to go
to the project manager who would, in turn, go to the job training leader, who
would, in turn, go to job training staff who would, in turn, go to the clients. This
cumbersome maze was eliminated with SUN. It is fast and efficient, and SUN
saved over $100,000 by eliminating and consolidating the positions of jobs
team leader, project manager, and program assistant positions. Now more peo-
ple are in the field instead of on campus.

The HANDS program proved that it was possible for the University of
Louisville to enter a depressed neighborhood and help create partnerships with
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private and nonprofit organizations. At the same time, HANDS also demon-
strated that playing such a facilitative role was not without its difficulties. For
many HANDS staff, it was hard to adopt the role of change agent, rather than
of service provider. This inability to adopt a new role led HANDS into program
components that it probably should have left alone (e.g., education, case man-
agement, and job training programs). For many in the community, it was diffi-
cult to see the University of Louisville in a help-giving role—since little
previous university assistance had been focused in the Russell Neighborhood.

The HANDS program experimented with multiple solutions, and this was
probably the greatest success of the program. Few private or nonprofit agencies
can afford to fail with a project component. However, a university-based project
can experiment—and succeed or fail. Through its experiments, HANDS learned
that some things work quite well, and others less well. That a new, and more fo-
cused effort (the SUN program) resulted from many of these previous experi-
ments is a testament to the efforts of the HANDS staff and their tenacity to
continue to work through project components that were not initially successful.

Some HANDS initiatives duplicated existing successful programs. As
part of the ongoing evaluation process, resources were reallocated to take ad-
vantage of those programs rather than “reinventing the wheel.” The following
section discusses the most successful component as determined by measurable
accomplishments: community design. As Professor Roger E. Hamlin, Michi-
gan State University, of the HANDS National Advisory Committee said,
“[D]uring its final year, HANDS should focus on promoting home ownership.”

Table 2-5 illustrates some of the possibilities in our assessment of poten-
tial value-added activities from the HANDS program. The assessment is a sub-
jective one based on the need for faculty and student involvement and the
potential benefits, if any, that each of these groups will receive as a result of its
participation. A � (plus) indicates a positive impact, a � (minus) indicates a
negative impact, and a 0 (zero) is neutral.

Using case management as an example, having teachers guide social ser-
vice students through case management situations in the community can be an
invaluable teaching tool. But taking theory into the streets may or may not have
value for research: much depends on the quality of the data and the controls on
the students. Some data collected by the HANDS student case managers proved
not useful or suspect. If the work is more than an educational experience and
supports, for example, a nonprofit service group trying to improve service de-
livery to their customers, it may also act as an excellent service function for the
university (Gilderbloom & Mullins 1995, p. 81).

The education component provided a number of opportunities for positive
teaching experiences. It was not seen as either a positive or negative for 
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Table 2-5
Assessment of Value-Added Activities by the HANDS Teams

Category Teaching Research Service

Case Management � 0 �

Education Assistance � 0 �

Job Training � � 0
Leadership Training � � 0
Home-ownership � � �

Planning/Design Assistance � � �

Source: Gilderbloom and Mullins, 1995.

research. It was not expected to yield research articles. The education compo-
nent provided significant opportunities for service and raised the university’s
profile in the African-American community.

The job training component was a failure from a teaching standpoint, since
vocational education is not a true function of the university. Again, it did not ex-
pect to yield any significant scholarly contribution. Limited service opportunities
for specialized faculty members were available.

Leadership training was very similar to job training. It is not a main-
stream function of the university and is not a true focus for either teaching or
research service activities. Providing this service did usefully apply some uni-
versity resources but was not a high-profile activity.

The home ownership component provided chances for university and
community specialists to teach empowerment strategies and practical economic
skills to potential home owners. The way home ownership dovetailed with the
planning and design component provided research opportunities particularly
with economic follow-up and related items. Helping people move into owner-
occupied housing was seen as a significant service opportunity on the part of
the university.

The planning and design assistance component was clearly a winner from
a teaching standpoint. Two special classes were taught at the University of
Louisville that focused on this component. Several refereed journal articles
were published, as well as book chapters, and one monograph on research re-
sults was published. As a service activity, this component received significant
praise from the community. The focus has been on the use of students. Sam
Watkins, president and CEO of the Louisville Central Development Corpora-
tion, commented by saying that the “university needs to encourage [students] to
get out and live the urban mission.”
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Social Impacts

Children are the key to the long-term future of the neighborhood. Will
they want to remain and help it evolve into a great place to live again? Research
has shown that early intervention to provide a positive self-image leads to a
more successful adult life. Over 100 elementary school children have partici-
pated in the HANDS Esteem Team Program to boost their self-image. The
HANDS personnel designed and were instrumental in gaining local regulatory
approval and funding for the first new park in decades in the Russell Neigh-
borhood. It was planned as a low-cost, low-maintenance gathering place for all
ages, which should, in conjunction with traffic changes, enhance the quality of
life, increase safety, and provide a focal point for residents, street fairs, and re-
duced traffic problems. In addition, HANDS personnel provided assisted-liv-
ing designs, showing how to make houses accessible to the disabled and elderly
at a modest cost.

Summary of HANDS Programs

The HANDS program was a partnership where success was based on co-
operation with business, community, and government groups. Mayor Jerry
Abramson and the city of Louisville Board of Aldermen played major roles in
the revitalization efforts of Russell. The mayor and board of aldermen provided
extensive resources to help the Russell and La Salle neighborhoods. Millions of
dollars in public and private funds were invested in the HANDS target area. The
city of Louisville planned to spend over $2 million to revitalize Russell, $1.1
million in public improvements, and $900,000 for neighborhood rehabilitation.
Another $10 million was spent developing the 150-unit apartment complex,
Hampton Place, which is the anchor for Russell. Russell, along with two other
neighborhoods, became eligible for grants up to $600,000 for community hous-
ing development corporations to build new single-family housing for house-
holds earning up to $27,000 a year. In addition to these programs, Louisville
acquired funding for a citywide homestead program ($1,350,000), programs
for elderly aging in place (repairs for elderly and disabled persons totaling
$512,000), and a rehabilitation investor program ($450,000). The HANDS pro-
gram hoped to organize residents so Russell and La Salle could take advantage
of these citywide neighborhood and housing programs.

While the city provided much of the bricks and mortar, HANDS, accord-
ing to Mayor Jerry Abramson, “help[ed] rebuild lives.” Activity stimulated in-
terest from the private sector. One multimillionaire developer, in conjunction
with a minority nonprofit organization, announced plans to build 100 cottage-
style homes ranging in price from $48,000 to $58,000. Another development
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planned to renovate historic buildings in the area for rent. The HANDS pro-
gram attempted to match African-American investors who wanted to learn how
to build affordable housing with established Louisville developers committed
to the Russell Neighborhood.

Louisville mirrors many of the nation’s urban ills, with high homelessness
rates, excessive rent-to-income ratios, neglected inner-city neighborhoods, and
a large number of impoverished persons who are without the training and edu-
cation skills to be employable. The HANDS program developed a partnership
with the university, community, government, and businesses. It helped develop
and secure the necessary resources to support the aspirations of residents in the
target areas.

Many colleges and universities across the nation are reaching out to their
communities, either as part of their mission or out of necessity, and forming
partnerships for urban revitalization. The University of Louisville is an institu-
tion that reached out to its city as a result of its unique, Commonwealth-directed
urban mission.

The goals of the University of Louisville for the HANDS proposal in-
cluded providing expert faculty technical assistance, monitoring projects, con-
ducting program evaluations, providing administrative assistance, and conduct
training seminars for the Russell area. Community and government leaders
with demonstrated track records of success carried out this project.

The University of Louisville’s pilot project, the HANDS program, re-
sulted in successes and failures. Some of its human development functions did
not achieve significant gains over its short life. The physical development pro-
gram met with some success in helping to change the face of the neighborhood
through housing and park development, but it failed to develop a sustainable
base from which involved nonprofit community development corporations
could grow and prosper without direct university involvement and funding.
Nevertheless, despite the problems, the program did show that locally con-
trolled development programs could work, unlike some of the top-down, feder-
ally funded programs of the 1960s. All in all, the HANDS program, even given
its flaws and limitations, provided an object lesson and a starting point for other
university-community partnerships.

Our hope is that HANDS demonstrated that it is possible to revitalize im-
poverished neighborhoods, provide housing ownership for low-income per-
sons, create job opportunities for the unemployed, and teach empowerment
strategies to the poor. We believe the partnership that HANDS facilitated is a
model for the entire nation. In many ways, HANDS was akin to the agricultural
component of traditional land-grant universities that provides state-of-the-art
information to farmers on the best kinds of seeds for crops and food for ani-
mals (Klotsche 1966).
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The HANDS program represented an important pioneering effort to offer
help to impoverished neighborhoods. With higher-education institutions under
increasing public scrutiny, HANDS also represents the future—where univer-
sities should be heading. When universities become viable community part-
ners, this will help solve some of our most pressing societal problems.

Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods

The University of Louisville’s Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods (SUN)
program was funded, by HUD from 1998 to 2002. HUD funding is partially
matched by local churches, nonprofit organizations, industries, businesses, local
foundations, and community groups. The goal of the SUN program is to make
operational the concept of public-private partnerships in order to succeed in
urban renovation and rehabilitation where many others have failed. As Marilyn
Melkonian, president of Telesis Corp., observed, its vision goes “ beyond just the
physical improvements of the bricks and mortar.” The SUN program carries out
its vision through outreach-oriented partnerships with community development
organizations, business firms, government agencies, community groups, and
universities. It promotes human and economic development in the impoverished
neighborhoods of West Louisville, with a resulting impact on the entire city. Its
effort to save the Village West, one of Louisville’s historic African-American
neighborhoods, from foreclosure and eventual demolition was a comprehensive
one toward multifaceted growth achieved through partnering with the commu-
nity, the government, and the private sector. Louisville’s West End (the Russell
Neighborhood in particular) was a familiar portrait of inner-city American
poverty, unemployment, crime, and despair.

The SUN Directive

The mission of the SUN program is to explore all strategies that foster a
sense of community while empowering individuals in the community and pro-
moting neighborhood revitalization, individual self-sufficiency, and self-
reliance. These goals are achieved through community partnerships. Former
University of Louisville President John Shumaker remarked in 1996 that “SUN,
through its sheer tenacity, helped turn an eyesore of blocks and blocks of
boarded-up buildings into a development that the entire city can be proud of.”

The SUN project has had success in all of its programs. It encourages na-
tional banks’ involvement in community and economic development activities
to fulfill the goal of ensuring access to credit. To accomplish this goal, it 
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provides policy guidance on community and economic development. It also
serves as an outreach resource for banks and their community development
partners, while providing technical assistance to organizers of community 
financial institutions.

As part of its comprehensive approach, the SUN project provides over-
sight, monitoring, technical assistance, and advocacy for low-income West
Louisville residents. It works closely with local officials on budgetary and pol-
icy issues affecting the neighborhood. Revitalization of old urban neighbor-
hoods is crucial to preserving Louisville’s cultural heritage. Strengthening
existing neighborhoods helps reduce sprawl, helps safeguard green spaces, and
helps create healthier environments. The SUN project offers assistance to hous-
ing developers and small business owners in locally designated revitalization
areas, stimulates community revitalization activities that protect and enhance
historic resources, and improves existing residential and commercial structures.
The SUN program and its partners support initiatives to revitalize neighbor-
hoods through programs such as redevelopment assistance, business training
for individuals, education, and community crime prevention. The SUN pro-
gram also works to identify, evaluate, preserve, and protect significant historic
sites, structures, cultural landscapes, cultural artifacts, and tangible community
traditions of Louisville’s West End.

The SUN project’s successful programs illustrate the impact that univer-
sity and community and public and private partnerships can have on target
areas. Documented results have been produced. The processes that have devel-
oped and are being utilized are tools to successful urban rehabilitation. The
SUN program celebrates its successes and learns from its mistakes.

Community Outreach Partnership Center

The University of Louisville’s Community Outreach Partnership Center’s
(COPC) goal is to develop partnerships that succeed in urban renovation and
rehabilitation. Through out-reach oriented partnerships with community devel-
opment organizations, business firms, government agencies, community
groups, universities, and churches, the COPC promotes community organiza-
tion and economic development in West Louisville. Populated predominantly
by African-American residents, it is the most economically disadvantaged area
of the city, plagued by economic disinvestments, physical blight, crime, exces-
sive poverty, unemployment, and homelessness.

The COPC project was designed to serve as a change agent in promoting
revitalization in West Louisville. The overall mission of the COPC is to improve
the quality of life for residents. Its three-year goals and strategies focused on
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four functional categories: housing, economic development, community orga-
nizing, and neighborhood revitalization. Strengthening the existing neighbor-
hoods helps create healthier environments in which better futures for its
residents can be built. East Russell, an inner-city Louisville neighborhood, has
seized the nation’s attention by creating a renaissance in the central city, bring-
ing new life and vitality.

As a result of the COPC project, SUN was recognized by Harvard Uni-
versity. The John F. Kennedy School of Government chose SUN as a semi-
finalist in its “2001 Innovations in American Government Awards Program.”

The University of Louisville’s outreach community partnership initiative
through the SUN program received the Sierra Club National Best Practices
Award. The SUN project has been selected by Industrial Economics, a U.S. En-
vironmental Protection Agency (USEPA) funded group, as one of the most out-
standing examples of “Smart Growth Practices in the United States.”

Housing and Neighborhood Revitalization

The University of Louisville (U of L) and the University of Kentucky 
(UK) forged a unique partnership that helped invigorate the greater Louisville
metropolitan area. This relationship between the state’s largest universities cre-
ated the Louisville Urban Design Center (LUDC). The UK College of Archi-
tecture spearheaded this and is responsible for the overall leadership and daily
operation of the LUDC, which serves as a classroom and a forum for ideas re-
lated to urban redevelopment strategy. U of L’s College of Urban and Public Af-
fairs plays a role in the formulation and achievement of the center’s projects. It
is modeled after the downtown urban design center in Lexington, Kentucky,
which was run by a HANDS consultant, Michael Pride-Wells. The Louisville
design center is now run by former SUN staff member and architect John Mar-
tin-Rutherford. The design center has been institutionalized by the University
and is independent of the SUN program.

Working on the LUDC projects offers UK and U of L architecture and
urban design students the opportunity to work together in a real-life design en-
vironment with some of the top professionals in the field of urban design. The
center directs university academic resources and research capabilities to the so-
lution of critical urban issues in Kentucky while supporting real world LUDC
objectives, which include: (1) promoting the role of design in the livability and
vitality of urban spaces; (2) identifying opportunities to improve conditions
within urban neighborhoods through design; and (3) analyzing implications 
of zoning, development regulations, and public policy. As a result of its being
a center of expertise, the LUDC is key to supporting the development of low-
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income housing. It is a meeting place for developers, planners, architects, gov-
ernment leaders and the University.

The SUN program provides direct assistance to the neighborhoods and in-
stitutions through community design work such as architectural services and
helping developers adhere to the Urban Renewal Commission’s rules and regu-
lations. It also provides technical assistance ranging from resurveying lots, re-
designing houses, creating design plans, and providing site visits to oversee
construction to nonprofit developers, with the objective of improving the avail-
ability, affordability, and quality of housing in the Russell Neighborhood and
surrounding communities. This resulted in several new rehabilitated units.

The COPC was retained as a consultative and mediatory partner in the de-
velopment of a HUD Section-232 backed project to construct a 156-unit retire-
ment residential center for the underserved, which will be replicated in other
parts of Louisville. The project is anchored by a for-profit Limited Liability
Company (LLC), which is made up of three cooperative partners. The project
includes the landowner, the builder, and a local labor organization, which is
providing predevelopment financing. The project demonstrates how unions can
realize superior investment returns by investing in housing.

The project, if built, would yield units that rent profitably at approxi-
mately 30 percent below current market rents for similar housing as a result of
LLC partnership and HUD financing. Financing, land, and construction cost
savings are pooled to create a long-term investment opportunity for the com-
pany and needed housing for the elderly. Hopefully, the COPC will see this
model replicated by other labor organizations, nonprofits, and faith-based 
organizations in the future.

The Traveling Affordable Housing Fair’s target population is potential
home owners. The goal of the program is to provide information about afford-
able housing opportunities and the various components that are associated with
home ownership. The fair promotes affordable housing in areas close to the lo-
cations where individuals work near the Russell Neighborhood. One slogan is,
“Why commute when you can walk?” The fair promotes housing in the targeted
area as well as sustainable development while complementing existing efforts
to revitalize the area.

Economic Development

The goal of this facet of the program was to improve the economic envi-
ronment of the area and foster the development of new local business enterprises.

An entrepreneurship program consisted of two-hour sessions held on
Saturdays.
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The aims of the program were: (1) to develop participants’ knowledge of
business theory and practice and their application to a variety of situations; (2)
to develop participant’s understanding of the public policy context in which
community activities take place; (3) to provide an opportunity for participants
to reflect on and share with others their practice as business owners in order to
improve their skills and understanding; and (4) to build relationships with po-
tential partners and clients. Approximately twelve people successfully com-
pleted this course.

The program context of the course included how to establish businesses,
how to develop a business plan, how to manage accounts, and how to become a
successful entrepreneur. Students were also provided with a successful intro-
ductory business skills course for two years, and attendees continually ask
about other opportunities for business training and qualifications.

Entrepreneurship was further encouraged through the Women and Mi-
nority Contractor Training (WMCT) program, created as a response to the need
to train women and minorities with skills to develop their own construction or
related businesses. This program was a joint venture among the Neighborhood
Development Corporation, the University of Louisville’s Center for Sustainable
Urban Neighborhoods, the National Institute of Aging (NIA) Center, the Ken-
tucky Minority Supplier Developer Council, the Office of Economic Develop-
ment, the Greater Louisville Building and Construction Trades Council, the
AFL-CIO, and local contractors. Over 432 people successfully graduated dur-
ing the SUN program’s involvement.

The WMCT program began in 1996. Many of the students are already
journeymen or masters who want to take the next step and become contractors
on their own. The various speakers for the sessions represent a wide cross sec-
tion of the construction industry and related fields. The WMCT program is
comprised of individuals interested in beginning a career in contracting, sub-
contracting, or a related field. The program is aimed at those who have some
experience within the contracting industry and need the additional tools to ven-
ture into businesses on their own.

Community Organizing

The goal of this aspect of the program was to increase the level of partic-
ipation of residents of the area in community policy making and community
leadership.

The University of Louisville’s SUN program has been working with the
Gheens Foundation and Innovative Productivity, which became the McConnell
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Technology and Training Center (MTTC) to build a community where all resi-
dents have easy access to information, services, and businesses. The Empower-
Net program, which began in 1998, provides low-income residents of an inner
city with home access to business and service networks. At the same time, this
program builds the ability of small businesses and nonprofit organizations to
serve a community through the Internet.

EmpowerNet is a unique approach to encourage residents to change the
future. People with home access to services, business opportunities, and global
information resources will be more successful than those lacking access. This
program tests that supposition. The target area is a land of decay—nearly half
live below the poverty level. As a state, Kentucky is near the bottom in com-
puter ownership and Internet use. Of the fifty largest cities, Louisville is last in
the percentage of residents with Internet connections. Through the combined
efforts of the Gheens Foundation, the COPC, and the University of Louisville’s
SUN program, twenty-seven fully functional computer centers in nonprofit
agencies were started and provided many scholarships to residents of the des-
ignated area, enabling many to obtain computers and receive literacy training at
a minimal cost. An evaluation of this program showed that after one year,
twenty-five centers were still operational.

Reports compiled by the SUN program indicate that since EmpowerNet’s
inception more than 500 computers have been distributed to program partici-
pants. Community computers and Internet access were provided along with
basic computer skills training, academic exercises, word-processing deftness,
and an introduction to the Internet.

A majority of individuals reported that they had been motivated to be-
come involved with the SUN computer program because it represented an op-
portunity for them to obtain computers at a minimal cost. Only one of the
participants had ever owned a computer prior to his involvement with the SUN
program. Parents commonly explained that they took the training class in order
to acquire a computer for their children, something they otherwise would not
have been able to afford. Participants who were older students viewed the pro-
gram in a similar manner.

The SUN program has developed and maintained a World Wide Web site,
which is highly sophisticated, innovative, and user friendly. This site includes
the listings for and/or links to minority businesses, city offices and services,
legislative representatives, information on COPC programs and events, and
other pertinent policy issues.

Users visit the Web site from countries worldwide. This Web site is an ex-
ample of a successful, integral program that has grown in importance—enough
to warrant more intense attention—and has developed into an integral COPC
component. The site may be visited at <http://www.louisville.edu/org/sun>.
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Service Learning Program

The Service Learning program is an illustration of an integrated partner-
ship among university faculty, students and university staff, community part-
ners, and residents. The SUN project provided service-oriented opportunities
for University of Louisville students volunteering to work in the area. Students
from the School of Education provided tutoring and instructional assistance for
elementary and high school students. Used computers were made available to
students in the community through a SUN program, which encouraged skills
enhancement and educational opportunities.

Evaluation and information tracking or referral services were conducted
by students from Jefferson Community College and the University of
Louisville Kent School of Social Work. It was an open door for information and
involvement in the research and learning process. The Service Learning pro-
gram encouraged professors to incorporate hours of service learning or ser-
vice-for-paper in the course curriculum, giving students the option to explore
hands-on application of course concepts. It encouraged nonprofit community
partners to hire students as assistants in various projects, or as tutors and men-
tors for children with special needs.

The SUN staff conducted a comprehensive study to identify “hot spots”
of criminal activity and created a Louisville and Jefferson County Information
Consortium (LOJIC) map for community groups to use in combating criminal
activity within the neighborhood. The data and map illustrated a concentration
of three-to-one more crimes relative to nearness to public housing and schools
than in any other quadrant. Auto theft, wanton endangerment, burglary, and
theft by unlawful taking were the most prevalent crimes in these hot spots.

The Crime Prevention program provided education for home owners on
crime prevention strategies. Crime prevention through urban design workshops
was provided in addition to GIS maps identifying hot spots of criminal activity.
Neighborhood cleanup programs and block-watch neighborhoods were devel-
oped. The SUN project sponsored neighborhood residents, activists, and lead-
ers to attend the National Crime Prevention Institute’s training course focusing
on prevention through environmental design. This is based on the principle of
defensible space and techniques for creating a natural surveillance. The infor-
mation acquired through this course was the base structure for another course
in housing development.

The extent to which the number of participants increased (70 percent in
the second year) is an indication of the success of this activity. The community
residents, leaders, and activists are determined to assist the SUN program and
its partners in the process of changing the physical and social characteristics
of their neighborhood.

66 Promise and Betrayal



Conclusion

The SUN program’s approach is holistic rather than piecemeal, enhancing
problem-solving capacities by linking residents with systems that provide re-
sources designed to increase productive self-sufficiency. Community education
coordinated through partnerships with educational institutions, nonprofit orga-
nizations, and faith-based groups increases the depth and breadth of informa-
tion available to the residents. These partnerships promote a positive outlook to
overcome initial skeptical neighborhood attitudes. New business and invest-
ment in the neighborhoods, vital to their redevelopment and growth, came
about through the coordination of enterprises outside of the neighborhoods and
those struggling within the neighborhoods.

Service to the community has always been a vital part of the University of
Louisville’s mission. Partnerships with local government and business have re-
sulted in a nationally recognized urban revitalization program.

The University’s history within the community is a testament to its dedi-
cation to addressing local urban issues. The link between the community and
the University strengthens each participant.
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C H A P T E R  3

Universities Helping to
Rebuild Neighborhoods

One of the positive things about university involvement in the community
is the culture of experimentation and the freedom to do it. Much of this chap-
ter focuses on the most successful aspects of the HANDS program—commu-
nity design and home ownership. This is the chronicle of what worked and what
did not work in the physical redevelopment effort. It is also a record of unreal-
ized dreams (i.e., development of vest-pocket parks).

We will start with a discussion of how home ownership was encouraged
and what was done to prepare potential home owners for their responsibilities.

Home Ownership

The HANDS program referred low-income residents with a demonstrated
interest to the intensive home ownership program of the Housing Authority of
Louisville. Interested families contacted the HANDS program to apply for par-
ticipation in the program. Completed applications were reviewed, and appoint-
ments were scheduled for families to meet with counselors. A completed
financial analysis was conducted to determine what might prevent a family from
obtaining mortgage loan approval. Then a plan of action was designed specifi-
cally to meet a family’s particular need. Each family was placed in one of four
groups on the basis of similar financial and credit characteristics. A counselor
also prequalified a family to determine the house value it could afford, based on
income and debt.

Once a family, with the assistance of a counselor, resolved the identified
problems (i.e., established a savings account showing adequate funds for a
down payment, closing costs, and a reserve, sufficiently reduced debt load, im-
proved credit standing, and acquired good money management skills), it was
ready to be enrolled in the educational phase of the program.
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The potentially qualified home buyers attended seven educational class
lectures, which addressed every aspect of the home-buying process. Topics of
the class included credit, basic home inspection, parts I and II, selecting a real-
tor and understanding a sales contract, mortgage financing and vocabulary,
home owners insurance, loan application, and loan closing.

Families continued to meet with counselors throughout the process to en-
hance budgeting skills, build reserve accounts for replacement items, and avoid
foreclosure. They continued in this manner for six months, after receiving their
Certificates of Program Completion. All graduates were allowed to reenter the
program if the need arose.

The HANDS program worked closely with the Housing Authority of
Louisville in its conversion of the La Salle Public Housing Project to La Salle con-
dominiums. In this successful, federally funded $7 million condominium conver-
sion grant application, the Housing Authority of Louisville was able to cite the
HANDS leadership, job, education, and home ownership training components as
part of the match combination. This two-year rehabilitation project transformed
the outdated, fifty-five-year old La Salle Place Public Housing Development into
new condominiums, providing attractive and affordable homes for first-time, low-
income buyers. The development offered one-, two-, three- and four-bedroom
homes, complete with new kitchens and baths. The homes feature central air, 
patios, wall-to-wall carpeting, major appliances, and dishwashers. Also offered are
off-street parking and on-site playgrounds for children. Many of the homes have
washer-dryer hookups, and others have on-site laundry rooms.

Perhaps the best feature of the new La Salle Place condominiums was the
purchase price. La Salle Place quickly sold 150 attractive, up-to-date, low-
priced housing units, which ranged in the mid-1990s from $18,000 for one-
bedroom units to $36,000 for four-bedroom, two-bath cottage units. These
prices allowed households with very low annual incomes to qualify for home
ownership. Monthly mortgage payments for a one bedroom were as low as
$187 a month. Or, put another way, a two-person household working full time
at minimum-wage jobs could afford these units. Ten years later, these units are
still well maintained and attractive. Buyers must also be first-time home buy-
ers. However, for the homeownership program to be a success, a multifaceted
effort such as HANDS must be put into place (Stegman 1991; Rohe and
Stegman 1992).

One component of the HANDS program involved developing linkages
with local banks and financial institutions so that residents had access to the
best possible financing. As part of this strategy, a housing fair was organized
for the Russell and La Salle housing developments to encourage African-Amer-
ican middle-class persons to move into these historic neighborhoods. Builders,
bankers, and community leaders were brought together to help “reframe” Rus-
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sell/La Salle from a poor, unattractive, crime-ridden neighborhood to a place
that is “on the rebound” with attractive middle-class homes and community
amenities (Capek and Gilderbloom 1992).

A portion of the Russell Neighborhood was renamed “Pioneer Park” by
the Louisville Central Development Corporation (LCDC) as it was prepar-
ing to build new homes in the area. In addition, it was hoped that residents
would see themselves as leaders of revitalization. Residents accepted the
name change as part of the new development. The name change did not sup-
plant the existing name or neighborhood fabric. Home ownership became a
success. The demand for single-family, detached housing was accentuated
when the HANDS program sponsored the City Homeownership Fair at a
high school in the heart of the Russell community. This event drew repre-
sentatives from thirty-eight firms from Louisville’s housing production
community and attracted to the two fairs over 700 individuals who wanted to
learn how to become home owners.

Community Design

The HANDS community design resource team prepared design guide-
lines for barrier-free living, created a neighborhood development plan, and as-
sisted nonprofit community development corporations. These programs helped
ensure a stable home owner market and thus a stable neighborhood.

The first part was structured to assist residents and developers in plan-
ning, design, code compliance, obtaining required regulatory agency approvals,
and producing energy-efficient and affordable housing designs. Advice was
given to residents who wanted to bring properties into code compliance or
make improvements on existing structures. Special attention was given to the
needs of disabled and elderly residents, helping them make their homes barrier-
free to avoid premature institutionalization. Advice and assistance were avail-
able for the renovation and construction of new, affordable housing.

The second part dealt with empowering neighborhood groups to become
developers and contractors by helping them meet agency processing require-
ments, putting together financing packages, and meeting ongoing procedural
requirements as construction progressed.

A third part was preparing a detailed neighborhood development plan for
Russell. The Russell Neighborhood Development Plan was to be a comprehen-
sive analysis of neighborhood needs and concerns covering public improve-
ments (sewer, street and sidewalk repairs, abandoned buildings and houses, and
recreation and commercial use). While not fully realized, it helped create a 
vision of what Russell could look like in the future.
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A fourth part was providing technical assistance and training regarding de-
fensible space design to significantly reduce neighborhood crime. It is not possible
to revitalize a neighborhood or encourage home ownership if the target area is not
safe. The University of Louisville’s National Crime Prevention Institute helped
provide training for community leaders in building renovation and crime preven-
tion through environmental design as well as other aspects of crime prevention.

Community Design Team Efforts

The community design team, after consulting with Louisville HUD, began
gathering information to address the best role it could play in revitalizing the
Russell area. HUD’s main concern was a “too many soldiers and no generals”
situation. Jim Allen, former director of Louisville HUD, was worried that the
new interest in the Russell area would prompt builders to construct dwellings
randomly without a master plan. HUD’s initial solution was to drive the Russell
urban renewal area into development sectors controlled by the planning com-
mission. In this way the city could control the level of development and be se-
lective with the developers. This was helpful, but the sectors were large, still
approximately ten-block parcels, and they required careful planning and even
more careful execution.

Allen suggested that the design team might help the LCDC design a mas-
ter development plan for one of the sectors. This was the crucial beginning, al-
lowing the team to identify a client and define the scope and goals of the project.

The design team began work with the LCDC, a Kentucky nonprofit cor-
poration dedicated to addressing a broad range of housing, economic develop-
ment, and social service issues. The initial goal of the partnership was to help the
LCDC obtain approved developer designation for a ten-block section of the Rus-
sell urban renewal area. Developer designation would grant the LCDC exclusive
developer rights in the specified area.

The requirements for designation were to

1. describe the development area with a development plan and a 
narrative description;

2. provide a broad outline of the proposed development area;

3. provide a development schedule showing the preliminary start date
for beginning development;

4. obtain approval from the Russell Neighborhood Advisory Com-
mittee made up of residents from the area; and

5. present the plan to the Urban Renewal Commission.
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Figure 3-1
Community Design Team’s Integrative Role

Source: Mullins (1996), p. 62.

In January 1993, the LCDC formally requested technical assistance from the
HANDS design team with the initial planning meeting set for February 2, 1993.
The design team evaluated the scope of work and established a time line schedule
in order to meet the deadline of March 23,1993, for the presentation to the Urban
Renewal Commission. The team then started the coordination process (see Figure
3-3). On March 9, 1993, the LCDC board approved the proposal unanimously. On
March 16, 1993, the design team submitted the proposal to the Russell Advisory
Committee for review and comments. Not only did the committee unanimously
approve the proposal but it asked the design team to prepare a development plan
for the entire Russell urban renewal area (quickly expanding the role of the design
team). On March 23, 1993, the Urban Renewal Commission unanimously 
approved the LCDC’s proposal and granted developer designation.

Components of the Community Design Team Development Plan

The design team identified the following three components to investigate
in designing the development plan (see Figure 3-2):

1. new housing and rehabilitated housing

2. green space/passive recreation space

3. commercial and service development
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Figure 3-2
Phase I Development Plan for the Russell Neighborhood—

15th to 18th Streets and Muhammad Ali Boulevard to Congress Alley

Source:  Mullins (1996), p. 67

The design team reviewed the previously prepared master plans as a basis
for their design strategy. The plans were general land-use assessments that
lacked imagination and conceptualization. The master plans also obscured the
development process precluding effective community involvement. The team
built upon the previous master plans by concentrating on the proposed devel-
opment area to test concepts before seeking wider application.

The intent was to maintain and enhance the character of the structures.
In addition, security design was an important consideration. The most impor-
tant security feature was, of course, a healthy and vital neighborhood that was
attractive to people with varied incomes (Louisville Central Development
Corporation 1993). The plan development and approval process is shown in
Figure 3-3.
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Figure 3-3
Development Plan Approval Process for an Urban Renewal Area

Single Family Housing

Traditional planners encouraged racial, social, economic, ethnic, and re-
ligious homogeneity (Silver 1985; Capek and Gilderbloom 1992; Feagin 1998,
Tannenbaum 1948). This was in complete contrast to the Russell plan, where
the intent was to integrate the neighborhood with middle-income residents
while preserving the housing of low-income families. The design team’s vision
was to create a neighborhood at a human scale that reflected the intimate qual-
ity of the urban fabric. Housing was integrated with commercial property to
avoid the “strip mall” disease of suburban sprawl. Providing a variety of new
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housing styles and prices, from $38,000 to $65,000, and not displacing resi-
dents already living there but rehabilitating their housing through money from
forgivable loans and grants will create a stable neighborhood through diversity.
Affordable housing does not have to be faceless, monumental, ice tray-like ar-
chitecture that breeds fear, anonymity, alienation, and anomie. The HANDS
program was determined to show that affordable housing can be attractive, 
individualistic, and human scale, which can help foster community.

As new housing is constructed, sidewalks are improved, streets are land-
scaped, and new buildings are constructed, the quality of the neighborhood and
the lives of its residents improve.

Green Space and Passive Recreation

A wonderful opportunity existed in the plan for a passive recreational
green space park in the Western Cemetery, the focal point of one affordable
housing development. The cemetery was abandoned years ago, and the records
of burial have been lost. It is a beautiful, elevated green space located in the
center of the development area. Coordinating efforts with the Louisville design
team, which has done extensive archaeological work to locate the grave sites,
the team proposed planting new trees in strategic places that would not disturb
the graves. In addition, the team proposed meditation areas in the cemetery, ac-
cess ramps for the physically challenged, and a memorial fountain for uniden-
tified grave occupants. Funding could not be found to complete this plan.

Commercial and Service Development

The design team encouraged businesses compatible with the quality of the
neighborhood, such as a branch bank, barbershop, restaurant, and so on, to set up
operations. Service businesses, such as multigenerational development centers,
could make valuable contributions to the quality of life. These businesses would
provide services not only to the immediate neighborhood but also to the areas be-
yond. The HANDS project also provided start-up businesses with expertise in
management, employee relations, marketing, accounting, and customer service
with University of Louisville graduate interns from its MBA program.

Difficulties and Ways to Succeed

Political posturing between minority organizations, minority nonprofits,
politicians, and for-profit developers and infighting and competing interests in
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the neighborhood are political fences the design team straddled. In Russell,
different groups have different motives that vary from money and power to
philanthropy. These factions unite under one issue: housing. Housing is the
common thread that unites profit with good intentions. It allows the design
team the extra balance to stay on the political fence. The team helped entre-
preneurs make a profit while doing the right thing. Further, the team’s concept
avoided gentrification and extensive demolition and preserved the architec-
tural character of the site while also avoiding the political, social, and eco-
nomic failures and stigma of previous urban renewal efforts. By understanding
the political pros and cons, the design team guided the different factions to-
ward good planning and design. As a nongovernmental agency, the design
team was concerned with doing the right thing rather than with political 
considerations.

Perhaps the biggest challenge was the difficulty in bringing together and
educating nonprofit groups, academic institutions, city agencies, builders, and
the public in the design and development process. In most cases, this is a slow
process, but the design team believed this approach was the most fruitful path
and the future of planning.

Encouraging residents to own homes or start their own businesses is a
powerful way to bring economic advancement to an impoverished community.
In an attempt to facilitate these activities, an inner-city bank, such as South
Shore Bank of Chicago, was built as part of an independent effort to help serve
the needs of low-income neighborhoods as a partnership between the city and
various businesses. Normally a dollar circulates only once in an inner-city
neighborhood. Economic empowerment programs encourage the dollar to be
recycled several more times within the neighborhood. This is the kind of holis-
tic approach that is necessary for a sustainable community.

Community Design

One of the community design team’s (the “team”) primary goals was to
help neighborhood leaders attract moderate-income families to live in the
neighborhood by providing home ownership opportunities. “To break the cycle
of poverty, we need to address housing first. And if we use housing as an en-
tree, it’s the nonprofit sector that has the desire to make it work” (Garr 1995, 
p. 76). Home ownership provides stability to the neighborhood population. It
has a number of positive impacts on the neighborhood, including wealth cre-
ation. The psychic impact of home ownership, while not unimportant, is diffi-
cult to quantify. For example, Rohe and Stegman (1994) indicate that home
ownership does not, in itself, increase self-esteem but can lead to increased life
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satisfaction and greater community involvement. Rossi and Weber (1995)
echoed these findings. Gilderbloom and Markham (1995) found that home
owners are more likely to be better citizens by voting more in elections. If the
community can attract family owned rather than rental housing and bring in the
income, then businesses and other commercial enterprises should be inclined
to locate in the neighborhood. Home ownership adds stability to the neighbor-
hood and gives businesses a better sense of safety in their investment and mar-
ket. “After a critical mass of new middle-class residents has been created at the
center, growth will feed on itself ” (Grigsby and Corl 1983, p. 91).

The team’s mission was to help neighborhood leaders implement their
vision of the future-built environment of Russell. Secondary goals were 
related to the university’s urban mission. Students on the team gained practi-
cal planning experience, learned the value of and problems associated with
teamwork, learned more about the issues and politics of neighborhoods and
local government, and helped raise the university’s profile in the African-
American community.

How the Community Design Team Worked

The design team was interdisciplinary in nature. It brought together indi-
viduals with diverse backgrounds in architecture, engineering, urban planning,
sociology, and law. Many perspectives allowed the team to see the multiple facets
of neighborhood problems and bring cross-functional skills to bear on them.

Team members adopted a consultant-client attitude in helping neighbor-
hood leaders. The focus was on what the client wanted, not what team members
believed was best. Team members provided advice and gave the client options
and an analysis of impacts. It was the client’s ultimate decision since the client
had to live with the outcome. The team provided planning and related services
that lowered entry barriers to small and nonprofit builders and developers. This
approach allowed these small developers to compete with more established 
developers and builders in the local construction market.

Each project was approached in a similar manner: What does the client
want? The team reached out to individuals, agencies, and other organizations
and drew them into a partnership to flesh out the vision and develop options and
impacts for the customer to consider. Once the client chose a course of action,
team members helped the client widen the partnership to draw in those parties
with the resources to turn the vision into a reality. Finally, all of this happened
at the lowest possible organizational level, whether neighborhood or block.

Team members demonstrated that cooperation rather than confrontation
is the key to success. Many people look at government agencies and regulatory
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bodies as obstacles to be overcome rather than as partners in action. Members
of these organizations were very willing to share their wisdom, advice, and 
resources when asked.

The team, through innovative thinking and imaginative action, pro-
vided limited planning services and an integrative function that spanned 
the gaps among the professional world, developers, nonprofit corporations,
government funding and regulatory agencies, academia, and neighborhood
organizations.

Community Design Team Accomplishments

Community design activities moved the University from the sidelines to
the field into a nontraditional role as a player-coach in the neighborhood, as
Hall (1989) might have noted. In three years of operation as part of the HANDS
project, the team accomplished a number of things. Some of its more notable
achievements will be described.

Many community improvements made in the name of efficiency have in-
jured inner-city neighborhoods. Examples include elimination of two-way
streets with tree-lined sidewalks, thereby turning a quiet neighborhood into the
Indianapolis Motor Speedway at rush hour. Another example is routing ex-
pressways through vibrant, often poor, neighborhoods, carving them up, and
leaving them to decay and die like great carcasses in the sun. Planning that is
sensitive to the needs and circumstances of individual neighborhoods is essen-
tial if real change is to be achieved.

The team worked hard to be sensitive to the needs of the neighborhood.
It completed numerous planning reports in addition to providing various tech-
nical services to neighborhood agencies and organizations. It also worked to in-
tegrate the efforts of many agencies (see Figure 3-1) into the neighborhood
redevelopment strategy.

Phase I Development Plan

The first project completed by the team was a development plan for part
of the Russell Neighborhood. The plan included residential, commercial, light
industrial, and recreational components. The client was a new nonprofit devel-
oper, the LCDC, a subsidiary of the Louisville Central Community Center
(LCCC), a well-established, nonprofit human services agency. The LCDC had
no technical capability and no money. What it did have was a board of directors
with a desire to make a difference in the neighborhood.
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The first step in any development process is to get control of the land. A
land bank authority, a joint effort of the city, Jefferson County, and the Common-
wealth of Kentucky, held the land. The Urban Renewal Commission is the agency
that grants the coveted “preferred developer” designation. This designation al-
lows the commission to hold land in reserve for the preferred developer for a
specified period of time. This gives the developer time to implement its plan
without worrying about another developer trying to obtain a key part of the 
required real estate.

Beginning in January 1993, the team worked extensively with the staff of
the Urban Renewal Commission and its neighborhood advisory group, the
Russell Neighborhood Advisory Committee, to ascertain the agency’s require-
ments, the first of many administrative and regulatory requirements. The com-
mittee was truly a group of neighborhood residents, dedicated individuals who
performed an urban planning “watchdog” duty on behalf of their neighbors
nights and weekends. They did not have any real technical expertise in urban
planning but knew what they wanted their neighborhood to be in the future. The
team spent time with the committee trying to understand its vision, developed
some concepts for its review, and then put its plans into place. Committee
members indicated that many developers came in, laid a plan on the table, and
expected approval. The committee viewed the team’s collaborative approach as
refreshing, which helped crystallize the vision and expectations of the residents
in the body of the plan.

The LCDC obtained preferred developer designation from the commis-
sion in late March 1993 on the strength of the plan that the team prepared (see
Figure 3-2). This gave the LCDC exclusive development rights in the area. If
other developers wanted to build in the area, they had to come to the LCDC
for permission. This would result in some type of development fee to the
LCDC. The Urban Renewal Commission did not give the LCDC title to the
land but merely granted it the right to develop it. Land was released in its own
process involving multiple agencies and approvals. (See Figure 3-3, a flow-
chart for the development plan approval process.) An additional product in this
phase was an AutoCAD® database containing existing and projected future
conditions in the neighborhood.

In addition to approval by the Urban Renewal Commission, approval 
is also required from the Louisville Development Authority (an umbrella
agency containing the staff of the Urban Renewal Commission, the Land-
mark’s Commission, and the Urban Design Division) and the State Historic
Preservation Officer, because of a historic district in the neighborhood. 
The provisions of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 applied to this proposed development. The team prepared a 
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separate report to obtain approvals from these bodies. This process took 
several months.

The next step was obtaining approval from the local Board of Zoning Ad-
justment (BOZA), a component of the Louisville and Jefferson County Plan-
ning Commission. The BOZA’s approval was required because a number of
parcels of land within the master plan area required re-platting to make the lots
economically efficient and aesthetically viable for a developer. Some of the ex-
isting lots were less than twenty feet wide, making development almost impos-
sible, or more than forty feet wide, making them inconsistent with the character
of local housing. The team assisted the LCDC in this effort as well by prepar-
ing the required documentation and assisting in presenting it to the board. In
fact, the team represented the LCDC at the BOZA hearing. In addition to these
efforts, coordination with local permit agencies was needed, and final approval
was required from the Urban Renewal Commission before beginning construc-
tion. The Team prepared the documentation and negotiated these approvals on
behalf of the LCDC.

It was a long path to build housing and to develop other areas. Many de-
velopers have neither the expertise nor patience to negotiate this tortuous path.
For developers accustomed to building in virgin greenfield sites, the amount of
red tape involved with developing housing in the inner city, especially in urban
renewal areas, is discouraging.

If the desired land had been under the control of the Land Bank Author-
ity, but not part of a designated urban renewal or historic area, then the
process would have been much simpler. All of the steps relating to the Rus-
sell Neighborhood Advisory Committee, the Urban Renewal Commission,
and the State Historic Preservation Officer would have been eliminated. The
developer could have made a proposal to the city’s Department of Housing
and Urban Development and negotiated its best deal with that agency to gain
control of the land.

This plan was dubbed “Phase I,” with the expectation that there would be
additional phases. This did not occur within the three-year period of the
HANDS grant for a variety of reasons, including limited university resources
(people and funds) and the long approval processes described later. The great-
est problem to overcome was the inability of the nonprofit developer, the
LCDC, to focus its limited resources on executing the master plan developed by
the team. This problem had to be overcome to demonstrate to agencies control-
ling the land and to potential funding sources that the LCDC was capable of
building not just reports but houses. No progress in the mutually agreed upon
development time frame could mean “de-designation” and loss of preferred 
developer designation as well as loss of control over the land.
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Vest-Pocket Park

The team also prepared a conceptual development plan to close a por-
tion of 16th Street through the Western Cemetery, the oldest cemetery in the
city, as part of Phase I (see Figure 3-4). This is what Goldsteen and Elliott
(1994, p. 38) note has been called a “vest-pocket park,” or small, urban
spaces, generally under three acres, that have been developed to provide a
measure of open space within the city proper, a haven in the midst of the
noise and tumult of the city.

The team talked to residents, local nonprofit developers, and the Russell
Neighborhood Advisory Committee about the kinds of items they would like in
this type of park. It took this input and went to the drawing board, coming up
with several conceptual plans. After more consultations, the team developed a
final concept and presented it to the Advisory Committee, since it was the first
step in the approval chain. The Advisory Committee liked the concept and the
team’s approach so much that it asked the University to allow the team to serve
as its technical advisor to review the final plans developed by an architectural
firm hired by the city.

The design is for a gathering place that uses sitting, viewing, and walk-
ing venues, public art, and planting areas to encourage a sense of community
and provide a visual focal point in the neighborhood. This gathering space re-
connects two separated portions of the Western Cemetery that were unceremo-
niously divided in the 1950s to facilitate traffic flow from Market Street to
Broadway. Since the cemetery had not been used as an active burial site for
over fifty years, it had been used, in part, as a passive park. Funds were not
available to complete the entire plan, thus the western portion was partially
completed. One advantage of the team’s plan was that it was small enough to be
funded locally yet large enough to potentially make a difference in the lives of
the residents.

A side benefit of closing this portion of 16th Street will be a reduction in
the number of automobiles speeding through a new housing development along
16th. At present, cars move through the cemetery portion of the street at high
rates of speed that alarm some of the new home owners. Construction of the
park would close off the critical portion of the street, forcing detours onto
streets that have significant commercial and industrial development.

The team estimated the construction cost of this project for budgetary pur-
poses and worked with local funding and regulatory agencies to bring the plan to
fruition. After the plan was approved, a local architectural firm under contract to
the city completed the design; funds were identified, and the design was started
in 1996. A lack of construction funds resulted in the project’s termination.
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Figure 3-4
Small Urban Park Using a Street Closing

Source: Mullins (1996), p. 71.

As a companion to this project, at the far eastern edge of the Western
Cemetery, the team designed a promenade along Graves End to complement the
passive park and the housing development along Graves End. The team esti-
mated the cost and coordinated the project on the LCDC’s behalf with funding 
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Figure 3-5
Graves End Promenade and Housing Development

Source: Mullins (1996) p. 72

and regulatory agencies (shown in Figure 3-5). Again, funding constraints pre-
cluded construction.

Housing Design and Construction

Eighteen affordable houses were initially built with the team’s planning as-
sistance. All were sold before construction was complete. Most designs had a
“shotgun” layout, with three bedrooms and one and one-half baths. Some had
two-to-four bedrooms with up to two and one-half baths with varying amenity
levels. All houses were built to be energy efficient with low or no maintenance
exteriors to reduce life-cycle costs to the owners. Most conformed to existing lot
sizes, allowing builders ready access to the land for development without having
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to go through the time-consuming re-platting process. Land was purchased from
the city for one dollar per lot as part of the overall strategy to reduce costs to the
buyers. The houses were sold at a monthly mortgage payment of $375 and up.
Many buyers were able to qualify for special below-market financing. Ten mar-
ket-rate houses under contract were built in 1996. (See Figure 3-6 and 3-7 for
photographs of some new houses built with HANDS assistance.)

Figure 3-6
Housing
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Figure 3-7
Housing: Conversion of Notorious Liquor Store to Housing

Before (1992: John Gilderbloom)

After (2003: John Gilderbloom)

The team developed several conceptual housing designs for use by devel-
opers. A sample streetscape with house plans is shown in Figure 3-8 (these are
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the same houses shown in Figure 3-7). All designs were coordinated through
and approved by all appropriate regulatory agencies because the neighborhood
is subject to the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. A
larger-scale sample house plan is shown in Figure 3-9. The elevation for it is in-
cluded in Figure 3-10. Small-scale developers and builders can add details such
as foundation plans and typical wall sections to these plans at minimal cost and
then use them for construction purposes, thus minimizing the front-end costs of
development. Since the plans have been approved by state and local regulatory
agencies, the total time to get to market is reduced. This lowers entry barriers
and costs in the local construction market. The team also demonstrated that
these models could be made accessible to the elderly and disabled, again at
minimal cost. The team provided many other services to help spur develop-
ment, including planning and coordination with regulators and funders.

Figure 3-8
Sample Streetscape
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The team’s efforts were guided by the county’s comprehensive plan as
well as by the neighborhood urban renewal plan. Using these as source doc-
uments, the team was able to offer planning and design solutions for the
neighborhood.

Figure 3-9
Sample Floor Plan of House “I”

Note: House plans were designed by Dr. Mark T. Wright, AIA, Warren D.
Wolfe, and Dr. R. L. Mullins, Jr., PE, AICP.
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Figure 3-10
Sample Elevation of the Front of House Plan “I”

Note: House elevation was designed by Dr. Mark T. Wright, AIA. Mr. Warren
D. Wolfe, and Dr. R. L. Mullins, Jr., PE, AICP.
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Hidden HANDS

The HANDS program was a backstage player in several other significant de-
velopments in the Russell and adjacent neighborhoods. Its work in this area has
been largely hidden from the public eye and was, in certain cases, a political ne-
cessity. The goal was not necessarily who got the credit but to get affordable, ac-
cessible, and attractive housing built in the most pragmatic and responsive manner.
The lack of public credit can hurt an institution in the eyes of local funders who
want to see their funded groups getting proper credit. This is what Capek and
Gilderbloom (1992) call the “backstage” of politics, which is often more impor-
tant than the “front stage.”

The HANDS program played a key role in helping save from foreclosure
and eventual demolition the HUD Section 8 Village West Apartments in the Rus-
sell Neighborhood. This apartment complex was a public eyesore. Half the units
were boarded up, and crack cocaine was a major problem (see Figure 3-11). Be-
cause Village West was the “gateway” to the Russell Neighborhood, other devel-
opment efforts were being hampered by the presence of this eyesore. The HANDS
program worked with an ad hoc coalition of groups from the Legal Aid Society,
the Village West Residents Council, the mayor, the American Housing Communi-
ties, the Louisville Central Development Corporation, the Louisville Community
Design Center, the U.S. and Louisville HUD, a major bank, and a well-known
housing developer to help revitalize this large apartment complex. One way or an-
other, each of these groups played a critical role in helping to save this develop-
ment and renovate it. For example, without the mayor’s support or the organizing
efforts of Village West residents, this project would have been foreclosed a long
time ago. In addition, a nationally known housing developer stepped in to save the
tax credits and to acquire the necessary credit to start renovation.

The HANDS program, in conjunction with the University of Louisville’s
Center for Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods, helped convince the Telesis Corp.,
whose president, Marilyn Melkonian, was on the HANDS National Advisory
Committee, to be the general managing partner for the over $30 million Village
West development plus $2 million in other related developments. The HANDS
program helped organize at least ten community presentations to various interest
groups to help rally support for the renovation of the complex. Moreover, it per-
formed critical liaison work between the Washington, D.C., developer and vari-
ous local entities, from the mayor to financial institutions to the resident’s council.
Finally, it helped collect critical primary information on the residents and neigh-
borhood demographics for the developer. It was seen by many as the interface be-
tween the developer, the community, and the government to make the project
happen. It continued to work on the project by conducting surveys, coordinating
environmental impact reviews, assisting in design, providing needed job and edu-
cational programs, and helping with management. A contract was signed in 
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December 1995, and the deal closed in April 1996 to renew Village West. This
success story is detailed later.

Figure 3-11
Photographs of Village West Apartments Before and After

Before (1992: John Gilderbloom)

After (2003: John Gilderbloom).
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The presence of HANDS human service programs, however successful they
may have been with educational opportunities, job training, leadership develop-
ment, and case management, also helped satisfy government concerns that proper
human services would be available to help the needy. This proved critical for the
tax credit approvals by the Kentucky Housing Corporation. The U.S. Department
of Education grant was used as leverage to successfully convince the federal HUD
to approve funds to convert a public housing project into affordable condominiums
at La Salle Place, discussed earlier in this chapter. This conversion provided pub-
lic housing tenants with opportunities to purchase one-bedroom condominiums
priced at $18,000, with mortgage payments less than $200 a month for thirty
years. The HANDS project was not involved in the La Salle conversion, only in 
assisting residents with the aforementioned programs.

Another positive function of the HANDS program has been the public
availability of its “approved” housing designs, which have been used by other
nonprofit housing groups. In one case, a former member of the community de-
sign team “recycled” a team report and designs and was the lead person to get a
ten-unit housing development approved for a church-based, nonprofit commu-
nity development corporation.

Finally, members of the HANDS community design team helped resurrect a
defunct, nonprofit development corporation and obtained city approval to renovate
forty-five housing units in the Russell Neighborhood. The nonprofit housing de-
veloper teamed up with a minority developer and a real estate salesman to make
the rehab a success. They are now building more single-family housing develop-
ments in the Russell area and in adjacent neighborhoods. Without the HANDS
program’s exposure to the Russell Neighborhood and the knowledge of various
government programs, this rehabilitation effort might not have occurred.

The neighborhood has had little building activity in the past thirty years. In
the mid-1990s Russell witnessed a 150-unit, middle-income rental housing apart-
ment complex, twenty-four houses built by Habitat for Humanity, 100 houses
built or rehabbed by the Louisville Central Development Corporation, 550 City
View Park units renovated by Telesis Corporation, thirty or more housing units
completed by the Louisville Urban League’s Urban league, and more than forty
housing units built by Archie Dale. The team and the University have been an im-
portant part of this effort—especially in the beginning part of this overall effort.

Community Development Programs

The HANDS program assisted community leaders with the develop-
ment of a plan for the entire neighborhood and a site development plan for
specific blocks and lots, and it provided technical advice to builders and 
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developers on the nature and intent of the design and site plans as well as in-
formation on meeting the requirements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA). It made provisions so there would be support from architects, 
engineers, and other professionals and made available information on design
issues for the elderly.

The University of Louisville helped community groups organize a non-
profit community development organization along with neighborhood out-
reach, consensus-building, and leadership programs. Area churches worked
with the partnership to find funding for a proposed 65 unit, frail elderly hous-
ing facility in the neighborhood. This development was started at SUN and
completed when Bill Friedlander left to run a non-profit (see Figure 3-12).

The HANDS program aided the LCDC in achieving developer designa-
tion from the Louisville Urban Renewal Commission. In partnership with the
LCDC, one of the most respected developers in the Louisville area (L&T Prop-
erties) proposed building many attractive single-family cottage-style houses
with prices ranging from $49,000 to $69,000 in the mid-1990s. The HANDS
program also worked with the LCDC to attract two other developers to build 
affordable housing in the Russell Neighborhood.

Community Design Team Failures

Failures can be put into two different categories: Type-1 failures associ-
ated with individual products and type-2 failures associated with the purposes
of the overall grant. Although most products prepared by the team resulted in
some positive change to the built environment, there was one failure of the
first type.

The only type-1 failure was the Phase II development plan. It was not a
failure of product development by the team; rather, it was a failure of imple-
mentation by the developer, the LCDC. The plan was prepared in response to a
request for proposals by the City of Louisville’s Urban Renewal Commission.
The commission received three proposals for consideration. The plan the team
developed involved the rehabilitation of three existing structures for rental and
commercial space. The balance of the development was single-family housing.
Competing proposals deemphasized single-family houses for a mixture of re-
habilitation, duplexes, and single-family structures. The plan was prepared in
strict conformance to all local planning and zoning requirements.

The commission did not select the plan; therefore, the LCDC did not get
preferred developer designation for this two-block area. The commission
wanted to diversify the number of developers in the urban renewal area. This
was one reason the LCDC was not chosen. This failure was also attributable,
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Other Houses Design by SUN Team

Figure 3-12
Senior Housing Development Street Scape

Senior Housing



in part, to the inability of the client, the LCDC, to present a realistic financing
package and to commit to commencing construction within the time specified
by the commission (thirty days). The plan the team prepared was the only one
that actually met all of the requirements of the city, the Planning Commission,
and the Urban Renewal Commission. An interesting postscript to this story
concerns the designated developer chosen by the Urban Renewal Commission.
The chosen developer did not start construction for over two years because of
litigation with the third competitor, the collapse of the financing package (loss
of investors), and problems with zoning and code issues!

The second type of failure is much more serious, because it affects the
sustainability of the HANDS project as a whole. As presented earlier, one of
the primary goals of the grant was to develop an infrastructure to “help sustain
the gains achieved” (Gilderbloom 1992, p. 45). The team evolved into the
LCDC’s project manager. This was a captive role, and little work was done for
other clients in the neighborhood. This occurred in part because of interlocking
relationships among the principals in the HANDS program and the LCDC. The
HANDS project’s principal investigator did not want to alienate the LCDC’s
leadership, so he did not push them to change. The team could not move out
and help build capacity in other nonprofit developers because it was captive to
the LCDC. Several times, the team stressed to the principal investigator that the
LCDC needed to work on its own. The team even offered to prepare grant ap-
plications to help the LCDC. These suggestions were to no avail.

This would not have been a serious shortcoming if the LCDC had chosen
to use the team’s talents and skills to train LCDC personnel to carry on the
work of the nonprofit developer after completion of the grant. This would have
allowed them and their development efforts to become self-sustaining. This did
not occur. Rather than seek funds to pay for a small staff, or use funds from pro-
jects to pay them, and let the team train them, the LCDC used the no-cost (to
the LCDC) expertise of the HANDS team to continue to accomplish the work.
It had no incentive to hire or develop its own capacity as long as the HANDS
project provided all project management and planning services for them. After
the depletion of HANDS’ funds, the LCDC was in the same position it was at
the beginning of the grant—lacking expertise but requiring the same services.
This is a serious failure. The LCDC did not have a sustainable base of exper-
tise, other than a paper trail, to carry it far into the future.

Another failure of the community design team, and perhaps of the grant
as a whole, was a failure to institutionalize the approach, methods, and attitude
of the two key players on the team. Both were graduate students who arrived at
the University of Louisville in the fall of 1992 for the doctoral program in
urban and public affairs. This fortuitously coincided with the beginning of the
HANDS grant. Both were licensed professionals with broad experience in the
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planning, design, and construction industry. The principal investigator drew
both of these individuals into the HANDS program.

There was no attempt during the grant’s duration to bring along other
students to show them how things could be done. This could be attributable to
several things. Only one other student had a similar technical background
coming into the doctoral program and team members were so busy accom-
plishing the large workloads that there would have been little time for instruc-
tion without a significant reordering of priorities. Since they were both
full-time professionals, they accomplished their work at odd hours, meeting
with agencies and others on an as-needed basis, and they worked from their
homes using electronic tools (i.e., e-mail, fax, etc.) to communicate with one
another, the grant team, cooperating agencies and organizations, and clients.
This was not conducive to passing on knowledge and lessons learned. Since
things were going well, there was little incentive for the grant leadership to
make a change or to try to force an institutionalization of this knowledge. This
problem was noted by Jack Trawick, a member of the American Institute 
of Certified Planners (AICP), executive director of the Louisville Community
Design Center. His statement follows:

The notion of creating a . . . University of Louisville-based community
development corporation that would basically take the methodology that
you [R. L. Mullins Jr.] and Mark [Wright] developed to continue . . . ,
[t]he purpose of the CDC [would be] to train undergraduate and gradu-
ate-level students in particular community development methods. Other-
wise, what you [the HANDS community design team] did will end up in
a file drawer. The houses don’t, but the process does.

Part of this concern was addressed in a follow-up grant, named “Sus-
tainable Urban Neighborhoods.” An applied research center involving the
University of Kentucky’s (UK) College of Architecture and the Univer-
sity of Louisville’s School of Urban and Public Affairs was developed and
studio classes were taught to focus on various real-life problems. It has not
been fully successful as a long-term solution to institutionalizing the
process. The U of L is now (2004) trying to hire a permanent director for the
design center.

Another problem involved the technical knowledge level of the project
managers in the planning and design arenas. There were two project managers
over the life of the grant. They were not knowledgeable about the tasks and the
technical accuracy of the team’s efforts; they could not review or oversee the
work because they did not understand it; and neither of the principals under-
stood the processes that team members used to accomplish their work.
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Reaction to the HANDS Program

Overall reaction to the HANDS program was mixed. Some nonprofit
agencies with overlapping responsibilities were as enthusiastic about the pro-
gram as the nonprofit developers and builders. They feared competition for
scarce resources from local foundations that were needed for matching funds
on many grants. Others believed that white planners, developers, and contrac-
tors should not be involved in African-American economic development ef-
forts. Still others worried that the market demand for housing was not large and
that the HANDS-assisted housing development might absorb the demand, leav-
ing other housing developments without buyers. Finally, there was the pes-
simistic view of writers such as Rusk (1993), that it was a waste of resources to
try to renew an inner city-neighborhood, and that African Americans should be
encouraged to move to white, suburban areas.

Local government agencies were positive about the focus that the com-
munity design team brought to development efforts in the neighborhood. Be-
cause team members, although graduate students, were professionals working
in the community, they brought a breadth of development knowledge and a co-
operative approach to various projects that eased the administrative burden on
government staff elements.

The HANDS program became an important partner in the Russell re-
newal effort and received national recognition. The editors of the Harvard
Journal of African-American Public Policy declared that the program provided
an “innovative approach” to solving inner-city problems. The HANDS project
was the subject of a video documentary prepared by the U.S. Department of
HUD. Former President Bill Clinton and HUD Secretary Henry Cisneros rec-
ognized the HANDS program as a potential national model for neighborhood
revitalization. The program was also featured in the American Planning Asso-
ciation’s Planning magazine and in a HUD video and book that promoted bot-
tom-up planning.

About halfway through the grant, a negative piece appeared in the local
newspaper. The gist of the article in The Louisville Courier-Journal was that
the HANDS grant had become a vehicle for self-promotion by the principal in-
vestigator, whose motives were questioned, and that the effectiveness of the
projects and programs was investigated because a lack of records made assess-
ing the effects of the HANDS project hard to establish.

Partly due to the aforementioned newspaper article, and partly due to
project leadership changes, the next nine months encouraged the HANDS
staff to take an extensive look at where the project had been and where it was
heading. This internal assessment culminated in the initial strategic manage-
ment plan for the HANDS project. The plan that was developed identified
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measurable objectives for project components. There were questions about
the balance of the article from both proponents and opponents, creating a
local backlash against the grant. While this caused great pain for the princi-
plal investigator, university, and grant team, it also provided focus and rein-
forced the commitment of all parties to make it a success. This is discussed in
greater detail in the section “Practical Problems of University Participation in
Community Partnerships.”

Evaluation of the HANDS Program

Evaluation is crucial in determining the success of grant programs. Ac-
cording to Osborne and Gaebler, in Reinventing Government, “[46] percent
said inadequate measurement of agency performance created significant
problems. If results were measured, however, think what effect it might have
in every activity of government” (1992, p. 73). The evaluation component
was intended to help the HANDS project stay focused on project and cus-
tomer goals. As discussed earlier, evaluation was not as effective as it could
have been.

The final evaluation of the HANDS program was completed in the sum-
mer of 1996. As noted earlier, one purpose for the grant was to develop ef-
fective “neighborhood revitalization strategies” (Gilderbloom 1992, p. 45). In
discussions with HANDS evaluator, Dr. Reginald A. Bruce, only one real
long-term strategy was developed during the grant; it concerned the home
ownership fairs. The HANDS project provided the critical early financing
and expertise to sustain this effort into the future. The sustainability of the
other facets of the grant was questionable. The community design aspect con-
tinued as part of the SUN program, however, this does not mean that it is sus-
tainable, as discussed earlier in the section “Community Design Team
Failures.” It turned out that it was totally dependent on the availability of soft
grant money and the right mix of graduate students—two things that did not
balance well.

Two independent groups, the Community Advisory Committee and the
National Advisory Committee, supplemented the HANDS program’s evalua-
tion effort. The Community Advisory Committee was composed of neighbor-
hood residents, community leaders, and former HANDS clients who worked
with HANDS staff to identify the needs and problems of residents and assess
planned program strategies and directions. Dr. Derek Bok, former president of
Harvard University, Vincent Lane, former chairman of the Chicago Housing
Authority, Marilyn Melkonian, president of the Telesis Corp., national inves-
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tigative reporter Mark Dowie, and Don Terner, President of the BRIDGE Hous-
ing Corporation, are the members of the National Advisory Committee. One
comment from Bok is particularly noteworthy.

I very much support your comprehensive approach to community de-
velopment. I have no doubt that there are many serious problems in
blighted communities, that they are highly interdependent, and efforts
to address one or two problems in isolation are virtually bound to fail.

I also strongly approve of the attempt to enlist the University of
Louisville, an urban university, in the effort to mount a comprehensive
attack on a distressed community. There is no other institution other
than a university that offers the variety of expertise and skills so nec-
essary to a comprehensive, multifaceted program of revitalization.
Properly managed, such a program can offer great benefits to both
parties. The community will receive all sorts of assistance at remark-
ably low cost. The university will be able not only to discharge its
obligation as a socially responsible urban institution; it will be in a po-
sition to offer its students from various faculties invaluable practical
experience that can be integrated into their academic programs to en-
rich their education. (Personal correspondence to John I. Gilderbloom,
17 February 1996)

Some outcomes are difficult to quantify, but they are real and vital
nonetheless. For example, a grandmother who lived her entire life in rental
housing is now a home owner because of the HANDS program. “I just felt like
God was going to bless me with a new [house]” (Rayburn 1995, p. 9).

The HANDS team prepared an initial assessment of the existing types
and conditions of structures in the target area of the Russell Neighborhood.
Various measures of housing quality and condition have been based on census
and physical survey data. A post-grant assessment of the growth of new busi-
ness, new housing construction, and related economic development measures
was to be prepared but was not because of funding issues.

Distinguishing the HANDS Program from Previous Efforts

What makes the HANDS program different from top-down programs that
have failed in the past? Such efforts seemed to fail because of some combina-
tion of the following factors: (1) inappropriate planning leadership to unrealis-
tic program expectations; (2) failure to involve program recipients in a true
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partnership in the planning and execution phases; and (3) lack of foresight to
plan for and an inability to contend with politics during implementation. The
last factor may be the most important.

Expectations for the HANDS program were determined by community
leaders, residents, local government officials, and members of the private and
nonprofit sectors. While the goals were high, they were established by those re-
sponsible for achieving the goals. This included neighborhood residents and
leaders. Contrastingly, presidential task forces evaluated the goals from en-
deavors such as the Community Action Program (CAP) and Model Cities.
Their vision was for a nation, and the programs used large sums of federal
money and minimal local investment. They covered large sections of cities or
regions and tried to be flexible enough to suit every need, while remaining
structured enough to ensure accountability.

HUD officials in Washington was not able to integrate the programs and
functions of various agencies into a single, coherent program. In its new pro-
grammatic governance, the Department of HUD now advocates a local focus,
planning from the bottom. It will work up through the system as opposed to im-
posing plans from the top down. This is the approach that the HANDS program
has taken. As a result, goals can be realized and success can be more readily de-
fined for a single neighborhood than for a national program.

Such planning is vital to the success of an undertaking such as the Russell
Partnership. Too often individuals or small organizations have a desire to ac-
complish worthy goals such as revitalization of their neighborhood, but they
lack the skills to put together a plan and the expertise to make it happen. The
HANDS program was able to provide the necessary expertise.

A second factor that led to the failure of past programs was the lack of
true partnerships involving program recipients in the planning and execution
phases. Many grassroots organizations have difficulty determining the stake-
holders in the process. Partnership consists of pulling together all of those with
a stake in the enterprise and the resources to effect positive change.

The partnership that was one of the greatest strengths of the HANDS pro-
gram, however, also may have been its most serious problem. The HANDS pro-
gram relied on a fragile coalition for continuity and accomplishment. If the
coalition falters, then the program falters as well. Constant nurturing is needed
by the parties to keep the partnership vital, active, and responsive to the needs
of the neighborhood and its residents. The Russell Partnership is evolving so
that it can continue to be responsive to the needs of the neighborhood. New
partners come, and old ones go; it is a process that ebbs and flows as needed. It
is easier to integrate such a program at the local level, because most planners
know each other. The university minimizes bureaucratic infighting among
agencies by constantly attending to the needs of the various partnership groups.
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The third factor that contributed to past failures was the lack of foresight
to plan for and an inability to contend with the local political process during
implementation.

The Ten “Ps” of Success

To the two “Ps” of success, planning and partnership, eight more can be
added: perseverance, perspiration, passion, professionalism, politeness, prophet,
people skills, and profit.

Perseverance is the ability to see an enterprise through to its logical, and
hopefully successful, conclusion. It requires an empowered group to make
things happen and to stay with the effort. The process of getting through the
grants business is long and arduous, and many nonprofit organizations do not
have the experience, nor do they believe that they have the power required to
see these efforts through to completion. In many cases, they must seize the
power themselves. The HANDS program charted a number of processes for
partnership members to show them that all things take time.

Perspiration is often a forgotten ingredient. It is one’s willingness to do
the tedious, mundane, little things that make a project successful. It is one’s
willingness to work late nights, weekends, and holidays. Planning documents,
house plans, planning and zoning approvals, and permits do not just magically
appear. This requires a sustained, determined effort by many people, some paid,
some volunteers, to make it happen.

Passion is woven through each of the other “Ps” and binds them together. It
is that intense, burning belief that what one is doing is important. Without it, the
revitalization effort is sure to die. Passion permeates and inspires the plan. It
draws together groups of people and organizations into a partnership that has lit-
tle prospect for a large profit, but the chance for a better life for residents. Passion
gives one the energy to persevere when a key backer leaves the partnership or a
promise is not kept. Passion gives the energy to continue to work and sweat,
knowing that the cause is just, and that the effort is what will make it succeed.

Professionalism is learning to get products done on time, to return all 
e-mails and phone calls by the end of the day, to ensure that products have style
and substance and that presentations look state of the art, and also that presen-
ters always show respect for clients by dressing in business attire and meeting
with everyone. One must treat others how one wants to be treated with good ser-
vice. Several years ago, one of the authors (Dr. Gilderbloom) was asked to give
a presentation in Washington. Because of a communications foul-up, nobody
showed up at his scheduled time until a man dressed as a biker came in to hear
the talk. Dr. Gilderbloom assumed that this man was not part of this professional
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organization but decided to give his best presentation. Several years later, this
“biker” became one of the most powerful funders of housing programs in the
United States, working as a top HUD aide and no longer looking like a biker. He
called Dr. Gilderbloom to say that he wanted to fund SUN programs and
thanked him for the memorable, professional presentation.

Politeness: Rude people will never be successful. Disarm folks with so-
cial skills. Using a mixture of humor and humanness will count a lot in getting
the support of various community partners.

Prophet: Rebuilding a neighborhood means having a vision of what can
be. Russell looked far meaner and tougher than South Central Los Angeles,
which had the race riots at the same time. Successful builders have a “vision”
of what can be, and they promote that vision. In Russell, the developers decided
to redefine the neighborhood by renaming one development “Pioneer Park”
and another “City View Park.” The former neighborhood names were negative
and had a history of crime and despair associated with them. Conventional wis-
dom was that nothing could be done and that it was wasteful to try anything.
Partners fought against all odds, promoted a vision of revitalization, and helped 
rebuild the neighborhood.

People skills: Many times, whites are perceived to be phony when they
deal with blacks, and that does not build trust. One needs to be who and what
one is.

Profit: One cannot bring in capital without showing that profit can be made.
Nonprofits need to be run as a business, not as a charity. People need good
salaries, and a good return has to be made to finance future developments. Many
successful suburban developers were willing to “give back” in Louisville’s poor
neighborhoods if they could have a go-between such as the HANDS or SUN pro-
gram, which tried to ensure fairness for all parties.

The HANDS program is more than a cute acronym; it has a much deeper
meaning,  symbolizing partnerships of people (black and white, old and young,
rich and poor) coming together and cooperating to serve the community good.
When a partnership unites under a singular vision, lives and communities can
be rebuilt. The goals, objectives, and dreams belong to the community. Goals
are set to more realistic budgets, established at the local level. Local decision
makers can quickly make changes to programs. The HANDS project demon-
strates that incremental strategies are feasible and have the potential to make a
real difference in the lives of neighborhood residents.

The HANDS project had a small but positive effect on housing supply by
helping developers selectively add to the housing stock rather than endorsing
the wholesale clearance of land and plowing under of neighborhoods. Design
and construction are being accomplished by pooling the assets and wisdom of
many actors, both inside and outside of government. Because of the nature of
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funding (a heavy reliance on private-sector capital for construction) and the
partnership, the HANDS program used the discipline of the market to propel it.
It also reduced adverse environmental impacts by using the existing infrastruc-
ture of roads, sewers, electricity, water, and gas lines and inhibiting ecologically
unsound urban sprawl. One of the most interesting stories concerns Dr. Mark T.
Wright, a member of the American Institute of Architects (AIA), one of the
community design team members. He graduated from the program and
founded a development company that has since built hundreds of affordable
and market-rate housing units in Russell and all over western Louisville. While
the HANDS and SUN programs were not directly responsible for this, they
were a motivating force.

Sustainable Development

Renewal of the Russell inner-city neighborhood is providing a multitude
of environmental benefits. The Louisville and Jefferson County Metropolitan
Sewer District has applauded these revitalization efforts, because redevelop-
ment of the Russell Neighborhood is halting out-migration and recycles the ex-
isting infrastructure of roads, sewage and other utilities, and buildings. It
reduces the need for imprudent or premature development in outer metropoli-
tan areas and the exorbitant attendant infrastructure investment. Brownfield
sites are being identified and remeditated, returning this land to productive use.
This revitalization effort is promoting greater use of public transit facilities and
has encouraged alternate forms of transportation to nearby jobs in the central
business district, which is at the edge of the neighborhood. In addition, all
housing designs developed by HANDS personnel have been reviewed and 
approved by the state historic preservation officer. They blend harmoniously
with the existing housing stock to form a seamless whole, preserving the char-
acter of the area while providing many advantages of modern housing, includ-
ing better insulation for reduced-energy consumption.

Renewal of this inner-city neighborhood is providing many environ-
mental benefits. The Russell revitalization is halting out-migration and re-
cycles the existing infrastructure. Abandoned houses and lots, which drain
the city’s tax base, can be recycled into family owned homes, allowing indi-
viduals to buy into the American dream while helping to relieve a sizable
fiscal burden for local governments. Inner-city renewal promotes the use of
public transportation and biking or walking to the downtown office dis-
trict—still the largest concentration of employment opportunities in
Louisville. Energy conservation in the rehabilitation and construction of
homes also is being promoted.
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Concluding Observations

Louisville mirrors many of the nation’s urban ills with high homelessness
rates, excessive rent-to-income ratios, neglected inner-city neighborhoods, and a
large number of impoverished persons who are without the training and educa-
tion skills to be employable. The HANDS strategy is to develop a partnership be-
tween the university, community, government, and business. The HANDS
program worked with its partners to develop and secure the necessary resources
to support the aspirations of residents in the target areas. Faith in the American
dream needs to be restored by committing to renew inner cities. As resources be-
come increasingly scarce, new paradigms must be forged. In an era of reinvent-
ing government, the Russell Partnership in Louisville demonstrates a viable,
humanistic approach to renewing a blighted, inner-city neighborhood.

A wide spectrum of political leaders and policy experts argues that revi-
talizing inner-city neighborhoods is an almost impossible task. These critics
point to failed federal programs that have done little to improve the conditions
of the poor. Their policy prescription is simple: Since nothing works, nothing
should be done.

Learning from the mistakes of the past, cities such as Louisville are de-
signing programs that can successfully revitalize inner-city neighborhoods. A
thread that links these programs is the creation of local partnerships uniting
higher education, business, community, and government to create jobs, hous-
ing, and educational opportunities. Today Russell is undergoing a dramatic re-
birth as a revitalized community. Jobs and housing opportunities are being
created in this neighborhood.

What can the Russell Neighborhood become? Its destiny is limited only by
the imagination and energy of its residents and the resources available to its lead-
ership. It demonstrates that urban universities with planning programs can bring
tremendous creative and technical resources to community leaders. Research uni-
versities with planning programs should take activist roles in helping their com-
munities by supplying the knowledge and assistance that so many disenfranchised
groups and organizations need so desperately. As resources become increasingly
scarce, new paradigms must be implemented.

The HANDS program emphasized the important role that urban universi-
ties can play in partnership with local government private businesses and not-
for-profit organizations to address community needs. U of L students involved
with the program included representatives from the College of Business and
Public Administration’s MPA and MBA programs, Kent School of Social
Work’s MSSW program, the Speed School of Engineering, the School of Law,
and the School of Education.
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Universities need to have a scholarship, which Ernest Boyer calls an “ap-
plication” of turning the vast university resources, which are connected to other
institutions to help solve the most pressing urban problems of the day. The part-
nership that the HANDS program facilitated could be a model for the rest of
the nation. In some ways, the HANDS project was similar to the agricultural
component of traditional land-grant universities that provide state-of-the-art in-
formation to farmers or best practices. Universities need to give similar exper-
tise to urban problems.
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C H A P T E R 4

Urban Revitalization Partnerships:
Perceptions of the University’s Role1

Inner-city communities have severe problems with crime, homelessness,
joblessness, illiteracy, environmental and infrastructure problems, and a host of
other challenges. Universities can play important roles in partnership with the pub-
lic, private, and nonprofit sectors in ameliorating these urban problems. There is
not a vast body of literature on university-community partnerships. In fact, there
has been little effort to rigorously evaluate the successes and failures of partner-
ship ventures (Harkavy and Wiewel 1995; Nyden and Wiewel 1992). A few efforts
have been made to connect with the surrounding community, and hopefully “[t]he
ideal of the urban university rolling up its sleeves and getting involved in urban af-
fairs will spread, because it is a tremendous opportunity to deal with real issues,
the issues that are on people’s minds every day of the year” (Stukel 1994, p. 21).
There may be a role for universities to play and potential sources of funding.

Learning from Louisville:
A University-Community Partnership

No systematic evaluation or data set is available to examine the full scope
and effectiveness of university involvement in community partnerships as they re-
late to the three aspects of university life: teaching, research, and service. The fol-
lowing describes reactions to the University of Louisville’s HANDS program. It
also discusses how these many different viewpoints blended and molded a follow-
up program: the SUN program. The U.S. Department of Education and a host of
local sponsors funded the HANDS program in 1992. The program included a
comprehensive case management system, educational assistance, job, minority
contractor, leadership, and home ownership training, community design and urban
infrastructure assistance, and evaluation. Students, teachers, and professional staff
were joined in this venture. The hope behind the grant was to develop effective
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“neighborhood revitalization strategies” (Gilderbloom 1992, p. 45). The Russell
Neighborhood is one of Louisville’s poorest.

Land-use patterns are best described as “mixed.” The neighborhood in-
cludes single and multifamily residences, commercial and industrial areas, and
public uses such as community services and churches. Many structures have
been razed, abandoned, or boarded up. Several blocks are without any viable
structures. Pawnshops, liquor stores, and taverns abound, whereas supermar-
kets and pharmacies are nonexistent (Gilderbloom and Mullins 1995, p. 80).

A previous study (Gilderbloom and Wright 1993) discussed the proposed
goals and outcomes of the HANDS program. The pages that follow will present
the myriad viewpoints and attitudes of various partners representing business,
government, community, and the university. Does the university have a role to
play in the community? What kind of positive and negative outcomes can result
from a university-community partnership? What is the future of university-
community partnerships? What works, and what does not work?

Methodology

This was a qualitative case study that examined the effectiveness of a uni-
versity-community partnership. The interview guide consisted of a mixture of
closed-ended and open-ended questions. Broad categories were offered on sev-
eral questions to facilitate discussion and to simplify analysis. All questions with
categorical responses also had an “Other” or “Please Elaborate” section. This al-
lowed the subject to not be confined to the author’s perception of an appropriate
response. The interviewer was a participant-observer in the HANDS program.
His situation was similar to that of Liebow’s (1967). The nature of the topic would
have made development of all structured, closed-ended questions impractical.
Since the scope of partnerships is so broad, it would be extremely difficult to de-
velop a comprehensive list of responses. Interviews were initially requested from
thirty-three different individuals. Of that number, twenty-four were interviewed.
Interviewees were chosen “based on their knowledge and experience . . . using a
purposive itinerary” (Andranovich and Riposa 1993, p. 77). The selected indi-
viduals had extensive experience in community partnerships for urban revitaliza-
tion in Louisville. All were in responsible positions and provided a variety of
viewpoints (see Table 4-1).

Actual interview times ranged from as little as twenty minutes to as long as
two hours. On average, interviews lasted about one hour. During the interviews,
further probing questions were improvised to expand the scope of inquiry or to
clarify a subject’s response. A few subjects did not have time to be interviewed and
provided written responses to the questions on the interview guide. Some tele-
phone follow-ups were necessary to gather further information on these responses.
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Table 4-1
Distribution of Interview Subjects among Sectors

Sector Number of Interviewees 1

Public 2 8
Private 3 5
Nonprofit 4 6
University 5 5
Total 24

1 Interviewees were predominantly male (20 of 24). Two-thirds were white, and the remaining were
African American. Approximately one-half were heads of their organizations.
2 Economic development officials, political appointees, and senior civil servants
3 Developers, architects, and builders
4 Primarily developers in 501(c)(3) corporations
5 Senior administrators, faculty, and researchers

Source: Mullins (1996), p. 102.

Several questions related to university involvement in community part-
nerships are addressed herein. They include: Why should the university get in-
volved? Who should involve them? What roles can the university play? Where
can the university make a contribution? What practical problems arise from
university involvement in community partnerships?

Reasons the University Should
Get Involved in Community Partnerships

Three responses were offered to interviewees to start the discussion in this
area: academic inquiry, civic responsibility, and institutional survival. This
question seeks to get at the underlying reason for a university’s involvement
with its community. Academic inquiry suggests that this area of applied re-
search is a valid use of faculty and student time. Something will be contributed
to the broader knowledge base of urban development, and both faculty and stu-
dents will benefit from working and gaining experience in this area. Making
the community the classroom enables the research to come alive and enhances
the teaching and student learning experiences. Academic inquiry was men-
tioned in many different literature sources as a reason for university involve-
ment in community revitalization (Hackney 1986; Klotsche 1966, Kerr 1968,
1972). The university is a corporate citizen. Civic responsibility and corporate
citizenship also were favorites of many writers (Bartelt 1995; Bok 1982; Hall
1989; Ruch and Trani 1995; Wallerstein 1969; Winthrop 1975). Some believe
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the university has a duty to help institutions and individuals and is born of what
Ruch and Trani (1995, p. 231) refer to as the university being not just “in the
city, but of the city.”

Many urban universities are being increasingly isolated and find that they
must participate in partnerships with the surrounding communities if they are
to survive, much less prosper, into the future. Marquette (Boyce 1994), Yale
(Gilderbloom 1996; Kysiak 1986; Stukel 1994), and Northwestern (Kysiak
1986) are examples of universities concerned about their survival. The inter-
viewees unanimously saw reasons that the university should get involved in
community partnerships.

All public and nonprofit sector interviewees mentioned civic responsibil-
ity as a reason for university involvement in community partnerships. Most pri-
vate-sector (four of five) and university (three of five) interviewees mentioned
this reason. Academic inquiry was usually mentioned second by the intervie-
wees. Most public-sector (seven of eight) interviewees believed that academic
inquiry was a good reason to involve the university in revitalization partner-
ships. The private (three of five), nonprofit (three of six), and university (three
of five) sectors were a bit less enthusiastic. They felt, as did members of the
Chicago School of Sociology at the University of Chicago in the late nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries (Glaab and Brown 1983, p. 244), that the city was
a laboratory for the university, and that it should not turn its back on a mar-
velous teaching tool and the opportunities it provided.

The most intriguing discussion involved the “institutional survival” re-
sponse. The response rate was very close to academic inquiry. Several intervie-
wees noted that public and political support for the university would probably
increase if members of the community could see it more actively involved with
the many challenges facing the city.

Who Should Involve the University
in Community Partnerships?

All persons interviewed indicated that they, or their organizations, partici-
pated in partnerships for urban revitalization. This reinforces the notion that no
single organization can afford to go it alone (U.S. Department of Education 1992;
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development 1994b; Cisneros 1995). In-
terviewees were asked to identify the types of organizations that were available to
them as project partners. Six categories were most often cited as key organiza-
tional partners: business (twenty-two of twenty-four), community development
corporations (twenty-two); federal government (twenty-one), state government
(twenty-one), local government (twenty-two), and the university (twenty-one).
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The university was cited for its twin abilities to access capital sources not avail-
able to local groups through large grants and its broad expertise.

Interviewees were asked if they saw a role for the university in community
partnerships. The answer was a unanimous, resounding “Yes!” We tried to elicit
their view of what entity should take the lead in involving the university. Many
respondents said that the answer was situational. Given a particular problem, the
lead responsibility could go to any sector. Often it would depend on who had the
problem and whether they believed the university could assist in solving it.

An interesting aspect of the data collected is the almost unanimous
(twenty-three of twenty-four) view that it is the university’s responsibility to
take the lead in getting involved. The most delightful result of these data is the
response from the university sector, which was unified in its belief that the uni-
versity had a responsibility to lead in this area. It echoed the thoughts of many
in the other sectors, that the university was a starting point for much of the
knowledge in the community.

Roles of the University in Community Partnerships

Interviewees’ opinions were unanimous in seeing a role for the university
in community partnerships for urban revitalization. Their opinions were not
unanimous, however, in either the types of roles or the ease of bringing the uni-
versity into partnerships. The question posed to interviewees was, “What roles
do you see for the university in these partnerships?” A number of categories
(i.e., facilitator, funding source, leadership, mediator, and technical assistance
provider) were provided to structure responses, but there were also several re-
sponses that fell into the “Other” category. The most commonly cited roles ap-
propriate for the university were the facilitator and technical assistance ones
(see Table 4-2).

Table 4-2
Roles of the University in Community Partnerships

Roles Number of Responses

Technical assistance 22
Mediator 14
Leadership 18
Funding 15
Facilitator 22

Source: Mullins (1996), p. 123.
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The facilitator role was described by Mazey (1995). Briefly, the role of the
facilitator is one of an honest broker: an individual whose integrity is unques-
tioned and who can remain unbiased throughout a decision-making process.
Several interviewees indicated that the university’s ability to rise above the fray
and remain neutral was a key asset. A few, however, disagreed and stated that the
university was a political creature and was incapable of rising above local poli-
tics. It was mired in the muck.

Technical assistance resulted in the broadest discussion. Most interviewees
noted the breadth of expertise of the university’s faculty. Assistance can poten-
tially be provided from large urban universities in almost any field, from medi-
cine to engineering to law to the social sciences. Some frustration was expressed
over not knowing all that the university could offer or over being unable to access
that expertise readily.

The leadership role engendered a great deal of discussion (eighteen of
twenty-four). It was the second most cited role by interviewees. There was dis-
agreement over the scope of the leadership role. What most interviewees
agreed upon was that the university could provide leadership in keeping the
partnership together by acting as a cohesive force. This could be an extension
of the facilitative role described earlier. The university’s strengths seem to be its
ability to deliver expertise and to not engage in the local politics that can fetter
the revitalization process. A comment heard from a few of the interviewees in-
volved taking credit for work. They felt strongly that the university should not
be concerned about receiving positive publicity or credit for the good that hap-
pens. They believed that if university officials focused on successful project
completion, then the credit would come.

Areas for University Contributions

Interviewees were provided with a variety of potential responses to the
question, “What products do you see the university producing as a member in
these partnerships?” Responses provided for interviewees to consider included
economic development, grade schools, secondary schools, environmental help,
health care, housing, and job training (see Table 4-3). Dr. John Nelson, execu-
tive director of the University of Louisville’s School of Economic and Public
Affairs, pointed out a glaring omission in the choices available in response to
the question. He noted that teaching is the university’s primary mission.

“The first and foremost product the university produces is students who
are prepared to take on real world problems in all of these areas. I would rather
have five really great, quality students than hundreds of mediocre ones that
can’t solve any problems” (Newman 1913; Patton 1995). This response was
popular and reflected the university’s traditional mission and primary focus.
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Economic development was the most common response (sixteen of
twenty-four) and reflected a variety of viewpoints. This has been a critical focus
of scholars as well. “[W]e lead most industrial democracies in ignorance and in
many of the pathologies of modern civilization while lagging behind in the rate
of economic progress” (Bok 1990, p. 6).

While mentioned by more than one-half of interviewees, environmen-
tal assistance generated very little discussion. Availability of the resource was
often mentioned as an asset, but that was all. The students on the HANDS
community design team, for example, assisted one nonprofit development
corporation in obtaining funds for a housing development. They required an
analysis of the environmental setting and an investigation of environmental
infrastructure capacity (i.e., storm sewer, sanitary sewer, and water). This
vaulted the nonprofit ahead of other groups that did not do the same thorough
investigation. The team also prepared conceptual designs and related docu-
ments for two urban parks in the Russell Neighborhood. The work had a pos-
itive effect on the attitude of residents. Most interviewees did not see a role
for the university in elementary (eight of twenty-four) and secondary educa-
tion (eleven).

Assistance in the housing area was differently focused, depending on the
sector responding. The public sector saw opportunities for technical assistance
to struggling nonprofit developers (six of eight). Private-sector interests saw
the university’s contribution being assistance in overcoming regulatory barriers
to development with some minor technical assistance (two of five). The non-
profit sector saw the university as a competitor; it did not see a housing role for
the university (only two of six). The university saw its role as a combination of
technical assistance, administrative coordination, and applying the latest re-
search to these problems (three of five).

Table 4-3
Areas for University Contributions

Area Number of Responses

Job training 15
Housing 13
Health care 15
Environmental help 13
Secondary education 11
Elementary education 8
Economic development 16

Source: Mullins (1996), p. 128.
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Practical Problems of University
Participation in Community Partnerships

A number of practical problems keep universities, as entities, and indi-
vidual faculty members from getting involved in community partnerships.

Money as a Limiting Factor

The university, like many other entities, is being pressed to do more with
less in a tight fiscal world. The nature of the institution will make a difference in
its freedom to use and seek funds. For example, private institutions are under less
scrutiny than public colleges and universities. Three sources of funds were pro-
vided in the interview guide: grants, partners, and university budget. Of the three
primary categories of responses, “grants” was the most favored response (twenty
of twenty-four) followed closely by “partners” (nineteen of twenty-four).

Funding was a delicate subject with most of the nonprofit organizations,
and it became a turf issue. A serious concern was that the university would
compete with them for these local resources, leaving them with few funding
options. One interviewee summed up the perceptions of many nonprofits by
using the analogy of  Wal-Mart and family businesses. A phenomenon that has
been observed around the country is the loss of small and family businesses in
rural areas when a Wal-Mart locates in the community. The local nonprofit
groups fear the same thing from university involvement in their particular niche
of the community development business.

One of the canniest responses was self-sustaining ventures. If the institu-
tion would adopt a more entrepreneurial approach to its urban revitalization
mission, there would be many additional sources of funds. Other schools have
spun-off nonprofit (Porter and Sweet 1984) and for-profit (Kysiak 1986) de-
velopment corporations. The response was positive, under certain conditions.
The primary concern of the interviewees was duplication of existing services.
Interviewees did not believe that the university should come in and compete
with existing organizations, but they did welcome university participation as an
equal partner.

Adverse Publicity

In any applied research, there is a possibility that things will not go as in-
tended. This can result in adverse publicity to the academic institution and con-
stitute a mark upon its integrity. It also can have a severe impact on the career
prospects of the affected faculty member(s).

In the HANDS project described elsewhere, there was significant adverse
publicity in the middle of the second year. The real concern for those who
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champion university involvement in community partnerships is the possible
chilling effect that such critical publicity, whether or not deserved, would have
on others considering doing the same type of applied research. As one inter-
viewee put it, “Have you ever heard of a rat swimming toward a sinking ship?”
Individual researchers and the institution as a whole must be prepared to cope
with the effects of adverse publicity.

Fear of Failure and Lack of Understanding

As Huth noted, “Most experts agree, however, that it takes at least 20
years to effect significant changes in urban development patterns” (1980, 
p. 118). Knowing that the time horizon to effect change is very long, and that
funding to perform applied research is normally obtained for a short period,
usually one to three years, many in the academy do not want to take the risk that
they will have nothing to show for their investment of time and academic cred-
ibility. This credibility is a form of capital that some believe is diminished if the
project is considered a failure.

There are potential ethical pitfalls, from the university’s perspective, in
every community partnership. It has a duty to tell the truth, but when? And how
much to tell? The researcher has an obligation to avoid hurting anyone (or any
organization) participating in the experiment. In applied research, however,
there are failures. If, at a minimum, the results are not made public, then the
academic integrity of the institution could be impugned.

Another concern is a lack of understanding by those outside of the acad-
emy of the meaning of experimentation and academic integrity. Often the
media and the public at large do not value the learning that occurs as a result
of failure as much as they value success. As one interviewee put it, the need to
be true to scholarly principles can be at odds with political expediency and real-
world requirements. Again, the fear of the perception of failure by those outside
of the academy, especially on the part of a funding source, keeps many acade-
mics from taking a chance on applied research. Even with learning that occurs
from failures, there is a concern that a good vita is not built on failures. Schol-
arly research is much safer, because failure is harder to define and is often de-
scribed in the journals as merely a path taken that leads to another road ripe for
investigation.

University Commitment

A question that many partners can ask concerns the depth of commitment
of the university to the revitalization effort. In talking with senior officials at
the University of Louisville, the discussion of who has the authority to make a
commitment was interesting. The University’s power structure is decentralized.
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Actual commitments are not just made by deans and department chairs. Indi-
vidual faculty members also make commitments. The discussion of what con-
stitutes a commitment also was very interesting. The University of Illinois at
Chicago’s Great Cities Initiative constituted a university commitment to the
community because a “hard” budget line was set up to support the initiative
(Stukel 1994). Marquette and Yale universities committed their own funds to
community revitalization efforts. In programs such as HANDS, the depth of
commitment generally extended to the availability of “soft” grant or nonuni-
versity source funds. Was HANDS a commitment by the University of
Louisville? Yes. But it was not a university-wide commitment.

Benefits of University
Participation in Community Partnerships

Benefits accrue to five different groups: students, faculty, the university,
the community as a whole, and the overall body of literature benefiting re-
searchers and practitioners everywhere. A brief discussion of each follows.

One of the beauties of applied research is that it gives students the oppor-
tunity to gain real-world experience and to develop skills in their professional
practice or enhance their research and writing capabilities. The students work-
ing on the HANDS community design team gained valuable platform skills
through a number of presentations of master plans, designs, and related prod-
ucts, to city officials, regulators, nonprofit groups, and the public. The project
also provided them with funding opportunities and the chance to put what they
learned to work. It helped them learn common workplace skills, build a re-
sume, and have the opportunity to publish. Some of the HANDS students used
their experience as a springboard for employment in their field, and one student
used the contacts he developed to start his own very successful design and 
development business.

The faculty enjoys a wide range of benefits from this type of research. Fund-
ing is often available from nontraditional sources for salary and graduate student
supplements. Applied research is grist for a variety of publications to build a fac-
ulty member’s vita. A downside is that some top-tier publications seem to favor
pure versus applied research papers. Community-based research can favorably
raise a faculty member’s profile with the university’s administration.

A university’s profile can rise in the community based on the good work
done by faculty and students. This can increase public support for the school and
improve chances for increased funding by the legislature. The community can
receive a number of benefits from the university sharing its energy, expertise,
and resources.
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Finally, literature grows as a result of this type of research. By sharing
both good and bad results, the learning curve of others is reduced, and positive
community benefits can accrue faster. Life can get better more quickly by
adding knowledge to the body.

Conclusion

The university has a role to play in community partnerships based on
feedback from potential partners and on the record of this collaboration. The
most and least attractive aspects of these partnerships follow.

Most Attractive Aspects

The university has the potential to provide resources, highly skilled fac-
ulty and staff, and assistance in other forms. The energy, creativity, and dedi-
cation of students can be a tremendous asset—overcoming a lack of training
or skills that they may bring to a particular task. Some felt that the University
of Louisville’s willingness to get involved in community issues was very at-
tractive. One individual said that the University’s involvement in some areas
had secondary and tertiary benefits that were not readily discernible by every-
one. This person used the example of the HANDS community design team’s
work with a nonprofit developer, saying that the University’s work in research-
ing the design and development approval processes, providing example reports
that had been approved by regulatory authorities, and so on was transferred to
work for a separate, church-based community development corporation. With-
out the community design team’s work, the time and cost to get it into con-
struction would have been much greater.

Several individuals, particularly in the private and nonprofit sectors, dis-
cussed the advantages of obtaining no-cost assistance from the University.
When they did not have to buy a service, it lowered their cost of doing business,
made them more competitive, lowered barriers to entry into markets, and lever-
aged their resources to allow them to engage in projects that they might not oth-
erwise entertain. For nonprofits, this involved projects they could not afford to
do because of a lack of resources. For the private entities, University assistance
allowed them to participate in projects that would not otherwise be profitable
or fiscally attractive. This provides development opportunities for neighbor-
hoods that might not otherwise qualify for them.

From the University’s perspective, some of the commonly discussed benefits
of participating in partnerships included providing opportunities for students and
faculty to be involved with practical work, garnering goodwill in the community,
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getting positive publicity, creating public and political support for the institution as
a whole, and causing funds to flow to the University to support a variety of pro-
grams. One senior University of Louisville administrator said: “[Participating in
community partnerships] causes the general public to want to continue investing
in the University of Louisville. It broadens our base of support.” There was also a
practical aspect of University involvement in these partnerships. Often, external
“soft” funding is generated that allows the university to write down overhead costs,
expand the scope of academic services by reallocating existing “hard” budget dol-
lars, and expand the scope of academic inquiry by providing support to research
that would not be attractive to external funding sources.

Least Attractive Aspects

Some people felt that there was no downside to the University’s involve-
ment in community partnerships. Others, however, had at least one item they be-
lieved could be improved upon. One individual, speaking about the University
of Louisville, summarized the thoughts of a few others by saying that “the Uni-
versity does not know how to be a partner and is not responsive to its customers.”
As one individual said: “If you think you know it all, you don’t need to ask.”

One of the University’s strengths is also its weakness in the eyes of po-
tential partners. In the pragmatic world of community development, “too much
focus on academic endeavors can be frustrating,” said a Louisville development
authority official. A companion comment, particularly from private-sector in-
terviewees, concerned the bureaucracy or “red tape” associated with accessing
University resources. Many felt that there was a queue and no consideration for
the cost associated with waiting for someone to help.

Another pragmatic concern dealt with personnel turnover. Many praised
student involvement because of the creativity and energy students brought to
development projects. The flip side of the student coin is the length of time that
students are available to work on a project. By the time they understand the
process and are beginning to be effective, they are lost to graduation, the end of
the semester, or another pursuit. This results in a loss of continuity and a lower
level of service delivery.

Many mentioned concerns with University personnel being “too egotistic
and media hungry.” In this same vein, there were concerns that University per-
sonnel were playing politics and trying to improve their personal situation at
the expense of projects or the people to be served. Some faculty members noted
that the University tenure and rewards systems do not encourage individuals to
get involved in the community.

Despite some of the aforementioned challenges, there are a lot of winners
from this kind of research. Applied research enhances the teaching, research, and
service aspects of a university’s life, making better students and communities.
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Reactions from National and Community Advisory Committees

As discussed in chapter 2, two groups were established to provide on
going advice to the HANDS program, the Community Advisory Committee
and the National Advisory Committee. The former was comprised of neigh-
borhood residents, community leaders, and former HANDS clients who
worked with staff to identify the needs and problems of residents and to assess
planned program strategies and directions. In two separate visits, in teams of
two, the latter offered advice and counsel to improve the HANDS programs.

Don Terner, a member of the HANDS National Advisory Team, stated in
his evaluation:

I was most favorably impressed with the HANDS program. It appears
to be precedent setting in many ways, and I hope it can become a
model for other communities and universities to adopt, including
many of our own out here in California.

Many political leaders and policy experts think that revitalizing
inner city neighborhoods is an almost impossible task. Yet the
HANDS program appears to provide an innovative model for how this
can be done. As you have demonstrated, urban universities have a
wide variety of technical resources, which can be effectively utilized
to help solve many of our urban problems. I was particularly im-
pressed with the various HANDS program components in community
design, home ownership, case management, and education. The indi-
viduals involved appear to be talented and committed, and the various
programs seemed to provide a real contribution to both the non-profit
community development corporation (CDC) in the Russell Neighbor-
hood and to the City of Louisville Housing and Urban Development
Department (see Appendix A).

The project, and its activities, has been dedicated to the empowerment of
the community. Its goal is to continue to assist the community in defining, ar-
ticulating, and prioritizing neighborhood problems and solutions. The commu-
nity development component and master planning efforts, as guided by the
central involvement of the Community Advisory Committee, ensured the inte-
gration and coordination of the various components toward the realization of a
shared community vision. The input of the National Advisory Committee and
the wide-ranging expertise of the University provided a means for bringing
fresh new ideas, perspective, and potential solutions to the neighborhood level.
In conjunction with the practical know-how, financial experience, contribu-
tions, and investment of its partners, the HANDS program provided not only
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long-term confidence in the community but also some of the means and prac-
tical steps necessary to ensure the implementation of the shared vision.

The HANDS project received a great deal of national attention as a hu-
manistic model for rebuilding the lives and neighborhoods of inner-city resi-
dents. Former President Clinton recognized this public-private partnership that
worked to transform a distressed inner-city neighborhood. In his remarks before
the U.S. Conference of Mayors (carried live on CNN and C-SPAN), Clinton
pointed to the Russell Neighborhood in Louisville, Kentucky, as a model for re-
vitalizing an impoverished neighborhood. He added that Russell demonstrates
that tough situations can be turned around and commented that elsewhere
HANDS is just the kind of comprehensive, community-based partnership effort
that his administration was trying to stimulate in distressed communities across
the country. Clinton also commented that he was convinced that the most effec-
tive ideas for local economic renewal come from the communities themselves.
Partnerships such as the HANDS project that brought all community sectors to-
gether (state and local governments, businesses, universities, nonprofits, and
community-based institutions and residents) around a comprehensive vision for
change are critical in helping distressed communities join the economic main-
stream. Similar praise for this unique and innovative public-private partnership
also has come from former Vice President Albert Gore.
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C H A P T E R  5

The Urban University in the Community:
The Role of Boards and Presidents1

Colleges and universities are increasingly important partners in urban re-
vitalization programs. While much good can come of these university-commu-
nity partnerships, results to date generally have been inconsistent and marked
by distrust or disinterest. While universities are seeking a role, they are unsure
of what communities need or want. Moreover, despite a broad range of univer-
sity-community involvement programs, there has been little agreement on who
should be involved to ensure success, what their roles and responsibilities
should be, and what the impact on the community could and should be.

In May 1995, the Association of Governing Boards of Universities and
Colleges (AGB) hosted a roundtable discussion addressing these concerns.
This chapter summarizes the discussion.

As many of the nation’s inner cities continue to decline, taxpayers are be-
coming increasingly frustrated by the lack of results produced by money spent
on urban problems. The realities of scarce resources and increasing social prob-
lems are becoming more apparent. The challenge facing the nation has become
how to balance the competing demands of fostering an equitable society while
running an efficient government.

Academics and community leaders alike are asking if the university can
and should be a player in solving our most pressing urban problems. All too
often, urban colleges and universities have grown and prospered by their acad-
emic reputation, while their surrounding communities have suffered decline. It
is as if the university and the city have been on separate tracks, their futures in-
dependent of one another. As the late Ernest Boyer (1990) documented, the uni-
versity has too frequently turned inward, focusing on research that has little use
for the urban community at large.

Universities must now reverse their historically insular behavior by looking
outward and developing a comprehensive strategy to address urban conditions.
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More attention should be placed on teaching partnership strategies, faculty team-
work, and community service. Students should have the opportunity for hands-on
community service before they enter the job market. Young scholars should be en-
couraged to celebrate cultural diversity through action, not instruction. When these
types of actions are taken, universities can play important roles in partnership with
the public, private, and nonprofit sectors. As James J. Stukel, president of the Uni-
versity of Illinois System and former chancellor of the University of Illinois at
Chicago, writes:

The ideal of the urban university rolling up its sleeves and getting in-
volved in urban affairs will spread, because it is a tremendous oppor-
tunity to deal with real issues—crime, taxes, the economy, and
elementary and secondary education, the issues that are on people’s
minds every day of the year. This will generate public and political
support, which will be increasingly necessary in this era of diminish-
ing resources. And it will actually be doing some good for this coun-
try. (Stukel 1994, p. 21)

This is not to suggest that universities can, like superheroes, descend
into disastrous circumstances and provide instant solutions. Rather, the cou-
pling of fiscal austerity and increasing social challenges demands the cre-
ation of new paradigms. And a new paradigm of university involvement will
hinge on the university’s ability to ask how it can most effectively marshal its
rich human resources and move from the ivory tower to confront the harsh re-
alities of the streets. From these questions, appropriate and responsible 
actions can follow.

Historical Precedents

University involvement in addressing public issues is not a new idea. In
the 1900s, Catholic and Jesuit schools played a role in serving the needs of the
urban poor. Forty years ago, President Lyndon B. Johnson presented his vision
of university-community partnerships in a speech at the opening of the Univer-
sity of California, Irvine. Recognizing that the twentieth century was witness to
the transformation of the nation from a rural to an urban society, Johnson ar-
gued that universities should try to provide answers to the pressing problems of
the cities “just as our colleges and universities changed the future of our farms
a century ago. . . . Why not [create] an urban extension service, operated by
universities across the country and similar to the Agricultural Extension 
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Service that assists rural areas?” (Klotsche 1966, p. 51). Six months later, John-
son urged Congress and universities to replicate the success in helping farmers
by addressing the needs of the city. Klotsche describes the vision underlying
this initiative:

The role of the university must extend beyond the ordinary extension-
type operation. Its research findings and talents must be made avail-
able to the community. Faculty must be called upon for consulting
activities. Pilot projects, seminars, conferences, TV programs, and
task forces drawing on many departments of the university should be
brought into play. (Klotsche 1966, p. 60)

The ensuing period saw the development of many creative, bold, and in-
novative university-community partnerships. These efforts, however, had mixed
results. Cities continued to be overwhelmed by a wide range of social, political,
and economic forces, many of which remain to this day.

The Importance of a Comprehensive Urban Mission

As much of the literature on poverty indicates (Gilderbloom and Ap-
pelbaum 1988), urban issues are complex and interdependent. Because of
this, initiatives that are not comprehensive in scope do little more than pro-
vide temporary relief. Recent federal programs support such comprehensive
initiatives. These programs recommit the federal government as a central
player in facilitating urban-university partnerships; they include HUD’s
Community Outreach Partnership Centers and Joint Community Develop-
ment Program and the U.S. Department of Education’s Urban Community
Service Grant Program. Even though the future funding of these federal pro-
grams is uncertain, the programs have the potential to create sustainable re-
lationships at the local level and to be more than just another Band-Aid
placed on social problems.

With or without federal support and involvement, evidence suggests
that increasing numbers of urban colleges and universities are willing to re-
examine their missions and societal roles. Many are actively revitalizing re-
lationships with their communities. Others are sharing ideas and models
through such conferences and organizations as the Coalition of Urban and
Metropolitan Universities. And others, which may not reside in an urban area
but carry a statewide mission, are rethinking their responsibilities to major
cities of the state.

The Urban University in the Community 123



Institutions with comprehensive urban missions should focus a significant
portion of their teaching, research, and service efforts on the problems of their
host cities. Many of these efforts include faculty research and the provision of
technical expertise; some provide direct faculty and student service to the com-
munity. As Donald C. Swain, then president of the University of Louisville, said
in his spring of 1995 farewell address to the university community:

A comprehensive urban mission might consist of partnerships for at-
tacking unemployment and housing shortages in low-income neighbor-
hoods, and for economic development and technical assistance to small
and minority-owned businesses. It might include relationships with local
health care providers to improve the health care of the elderly and under-
privileged, and with the local school system to improve the curriculum,
supplement in-service training of teachers and school administrators, and
provide mentoring by tenured faculty in specific academic disciplines.

A comprehensive urban mission will have an ongoing student community
service and internship effort; programs for working with at-risk youth on issues
of job training, self-esteem, drug abuse prevention, summer recreation and em-
ployment, and tutoring; and programs for working with city government and
community leaders in low-income areas on neighborhood revitalization. The mis-
sion also may include the education of urban students. Admitting and graduating
large numbers of inner-city students—many of them nontraditional, part time, or
adults who are not able to relocate to find better jobs—is critical. Recognizing the
obligation to prepare new generations of urban leaders to become teachers, of-
ficeholders, and organization heads, as well as to fill all kinds of other roles in the
city, is part of the educational mission of an urban college or university.

The mission also may include the role of “corporate partner.” This may
mean that the university is one of the community’s largest employers, is a de-
veloper of city improvement projects, is a planner of research parks to spur eco-
nomic development with local manufacturing and high-tech industries, or
works with not-for-profit or for-profit companies to ensure viable university
health clinics and teaching hospitals. Finally, the mission may entail service to
city government agencies for economic planning and research, analysis of
crime statistics, evaluation of city services, or similar activities.

Before a university or college can embark on a new or an enhanced ini-
tiative or a university-community partnership, and before such partnerships can
be fully realized, a number of major policy issues need to be debated by gov-
erning boards. Should the institutional mission be examined? What are the
costs associated with community partnerships? How can the external urban 
environment be assessed? These and other policy issues are explored.
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The Importance of Community Partnerships

Charles Ruch, president of Boise State University in Idaho, notes that “the
interaction [between the university and community] should be mutually reinforc-
ing, guided by institutional choice and strategy on the part of both parties, and
viewed to be one of value and importance” (Ruch and Trani 1995). While this no-
tion seems simple enough, it is complicated by the fact that each party typically
has different customers, agendas, time lines and motivations. Even within the con-
fines of the university, the roles of the president, the board, and the administrative
and academic officers must be coordinated to produce a viable and realistic part-
nership between the urban university and the community in which it resides.

Furthermore, discussions of university-community partnerships fre-
quently fail to recognize distinctions among the many different types of post-
secondary institutions. Large multi-campus universities, junior colleges, private
colleges, and research institutions all have different missions and ways of oper-
ating. When viewed as separate entities, the types of partnerships that are fea-
sible and desirable under each type of structural arrangement can be addressed.
Similarly, it is important to realize that relationships between universities and
the communities in which they are located vary considerably from one place to
another. Each community has its own specific set of needs and unique history
and culture. In addition, universities have different amounts and kinds of re-
sources and capacities. Without a clear vision that takes all of these factors into
account, an urban mission will be fraught with ambiguity, and partnerships
specifically tailored for a given community cannot be developed.

Each college and university first must address the nature of its own urban
environment and determine how that environment relates to the campus. In so
doing, it should not view cities as totally impaired or dysfunctional entities.
Even with their multitude of problems, urban areas are still vibrant communi-
ties. They have much to offer as economic and cultural centers, and universities
can benefit from their resources in very practical ways. As Wim Wiewel of the
University of Illinois at Chicago writes in personal correspondence:

If it is only from a sense of noblesse oblige that colleges and universi-
ties commence an urban agenda, their efforts will be viewed by their
cities as condescending and fall short. Communities, even poor ones,
are places of ethnic pride and heritage, of culture and art, of safety and
acculturation, of creativity and vitality of political strength and resis-
tance. If communities are only viewed as places of problems, what can
they offer the university? In fact, problem definition, identification of
solutions, implementation, and evaluation all have to be done jointly,
because there is knowledge in the community that is different from, but
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complementary to, the knowledge that universities have. (Gilderbloom
1996, p. 9)

Recognition that the relationship is indeed a two-way street provides fur-
ther rationale for the establishment of partnerships. One of the AGB roundtable
participants, Michael Garanzini, vice president for academic affairs of St.
Louis University, pointed out that the university is a permanent part of the city:
its fate is tied to the fate of the city, and it does not have the option of leaving,
as a business or a corporation might.

Some universities have been forced into community partnerships purely
out of a need for survival. Racial unrest, rioting, high crime, or a shocking mur-
der in the surrounding community can devastate a university. These problems
create the necessity for partnerships to help a community with innovative, re-
sponsive, and pragmatic programs. Without these vital partnerships, the fate of
both the university and the community would be in peril.

The issue of institutional survival, described briefly in the last chapter,
also depends in part on where students come from and where they go after
graduation. Urban universities that attract mostly local students who remain in
the community may be more motivated by practical reasons to forge partner-
ships than universities without a largely local student body. In tight-knit com-
munities, it may be possible to create a symbiotic relationship between the
university and community.

Institutional Leadership:
The Roles of Presidents and Governing Boards

College and university presidents and their governing boards must be
agents of change, establishing and implementing policies that enable institu-
tions to develop and strengthen university-community partnerships. They must
provide the resources and incentives to move in the desired direction if an urban
mission is to be more than rhetoric.

The President

The president has the largest role in a college or university in seeing that
existing partnerships are continued, new ones are initiated, and success is re-
warded. The role of the president is perhaps best addressed in the context of vi-
sion and leadership. Presidents set the direction in which their universities will
change and grow. They do this through both their verbal messages and actions.
As chief spokesperson for the institution, what a president says commands a
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great deal of attention. Speeches that are not backed up by commitment and
substantive action—even when they are well intentioned—will make creating
inroads into the community more difficult in the future. Unfulfilled promises
undermine the element of trust that must be present if partnerships are to
achieve their maximum potential. The transition from rhetoric to action, how-
ever, can be a difficult course to negotiate.

Fear of controversy may make some university presidents more reluctant
to enter into new relationships and to assume new roles for themselves and the
university. Presidents have many internal and external constituencies, and the
risks associated with taking action on an issue (be the action substantive or
symbolic) can disrupt a base of support and thus result in a reluctance to act.
Addressing a major social problem in the community carries the risk of being
unsuccessful and the added risk of damaged relations with the community. And
even if an initiative is successful, community groups and city leaders may feel
that their domain has been invaded. Universities also may have to contend with
the criticism of community groups that were not brought into partnership roles.

Despite these constraints, university presidents must persuade others, and
be convinced, that partnership efforts can strengthen their institutions. For exam-
ple, the late Daniel H. Perlman, former president of Suffolk University, suggested
a range of symbolic and substantive functions that university presidents can un-
dertake to help build solid relations with a predominately minority community:

By inviting the leaders of the various ethnic and racial minority com-
munities to visit the campus and speak to student groups, by encour-
aging the parents and families of current and prospective minority
students to visit the campus and share in the celebration of special hol-
idays and festivals, by meeting with minority business groups and hir-
ing their members, by becoming personally visible in the minority
communities, and by showing that cultural diversity is not only toler-
ated but actively encouraged and cherished, presidents of metropolitan
universities can promote a climate that will enhance the effectiveness
of their institutions both in their function as neighbor, employer, and
consumer. (Johnson and Bell 1995, p. 208)

Presidents at successful urban institutions have built ongoing, trusting re-
lationships with city governments, communities, and business leaders. They
meet frequently to discuss issues of mutual concern, such as community health
care, crime, job training, and so forth. If such a forum did not exist when they
arrived at the institution, they took steps to initiate informal meetings with
these leaders. As part of these discussions, the role of the university as a service
provider and resource to the community is explored.
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Within the institution, the president must first assess the institutional mis-
sion to determine whether it clearly articulates the institution’s desire to create
urban partnerships. If it falls short or requires expansion, then the president
must work with the board to see that it is revised. As the chief executive officer
of the university, the president must next persuade and encourage deans, de-
partment chairs, and faculty to be responsive to community concerns. This may
entail a change in the faculty reward structure; it also entails the encouragement
of interdepartmental initiatives, interdisciplinary approaches, and a transdisci-
plinary approach, a bringing together of combinations of departments that
might not otherwise communicate or cooperate with one another. This work is
particularly important in dealing with multifaceted urban issues that cut across
a wide spectrum of disciplines. Affordable housing can and should involve, for
example, law, sociology, social work, architecture, and planning.

Regardless of the level of formal partnerships, faculty at urban-based in-
stitutions will have a number of points of contact and natural relationships
with various elements of the community in such disciplines as education, busi-
ness, social work, and community health. Just as the board must support the
president in his or her efforts to build partnerships with the community, the
president (and other senior academic administrators) must show support for
these faculty members by meeting with them periodically to understand the 
issues they face and the relationships they have developed through their re-
search and public service, and by working on meaningful expansion or repli-
cation of their efforts.

A president must determine the budget implications of new or potential
partnerships and must advocate the funding needs of their institutions not only
to the governing board but also to the governor, legislature, and other state
boards and officials. Effective leadership will result if the president and gov-
erning board can work cooperatively.

It is critical that presidents bring before the board the policy options re-
lated to the institution’s partnership program, and that the board support the
president in the realization of the program once a policy is established. When
boards are clear about the meaning of an urban mission, then the president will
be better able to take meaningful action.

The Governing Board

If university-community partnerships are to last and succeed, then gov-
erning boards must play an enhanced role. Governing boards shoulder the im-
mense responsibility of shaping institutions and their values. They must do this
while maintaining fiscal discipline, raising funds, and fostering institutional
growth and creativity. These various tasks position boards between the de-
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mands of the public, their founders, elected leaders, or other institutional stake-
holders and the needs and desires of university administrators, faculty, staff,
and students. Boards must play pivotal roles in pushing the administration to
articulate and pursue an urban mission. However, some people assert that
trustees and regents may be insulated from the very issues that serve as the im-
petus for the creation of collaborative partnerships. This concern may be par-
ticularly true for large multi-campus system boards (and less true for
community college boards) that may not focus on the issues confronting their
urban campuses. It also may apply to institutions whose board members typi-
cally reside far from the city or outside of the state and who come to campus
only for board meetings. Such institutions are missing valuable opportunities.
As Joseph Harris of the National Center for Urban Partnerships said at the
roundtable:

There’s a gap in the knowledge base of trustees—and very often [of]
presidents—in terms of what is their role, what is their responsibility,
when it comes to responding to their environment. (Gilderbloom
1996, p. 11)

POLICY ISSUES FOR GOVERNING BOARDS

In addition to a positive working relationship with the president, boards of
trustees must be informed and aware of the policy issues involved in urban
partnerships before they can develop a clear sense of how to proceed. What are
the issues that boards and presidents together must consider? What questions
should boards ask?

MISSION STATEMENTS

Surprisingly, only 12 percent of the urban universities have a mission
statement that addresses urban needs (AASCU 1995). If fundamental change
in the way universities relate to their communities is to occur, then an appro-
priate place to begin is with institutional mission statements. With a mission
statement that clearly articulates the institutional commitment to its host city,
a college or university can begin to play a significant role in helping its com-
munity understand and combat urban problems. During a period of con-
strained resources and insistent demands for educational quality, many
trustees may ask whether it is wise to expand the institutional mission to in-
clude the community, or if it is better to concentrate on liberal arts education,
teacher education, graduate education, or whatever the institution does, or
should be doing, best.
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Without question, institutions must be true to their primary mission. An
urban mission can be an outgrowth of an institution’s primary mission, but it
can never drive it. Boards also must ensure that institutional ideals are not com-
promised—the education of their students and the collection, dissemination,
and advancement of knowledge.

Whether its mission or reputation is regional, national, or international, an
institution cannot allow assistance to its host city to drain resources or divide
the university’s attention. By planning strategically, boards can develop a com-
mitment to the city without jeopardizing their institution’s ideals, primary mis-
sion, or reputation. The following examples of board-approved urban mission
statements from the University of Louisville and the University of Houston sys-
tem demonstrate such commitments.

THE UNIVERSITY OF LOUISVILLE. The University of Louisville (U of L)
serves as Kentucky’s urban-metropolitan university. Located in the Common-
wealth’s largest metropolitan area, it shall serve the specific educational, intel-
lectual, cultural, service, and research needs of a diverse population, including
many ethnic minorities and place-bound, part-time, nontraditional students.
The U of L is a research university that places special emphasis on the research
and service needs of Kentucky’s urban areas. Research is encouraged, in par-
ticular, as part of doctoral and high-priority programs. Through its research and
service efforts, it contributes to economic development, educational reform,
and problem-solving initiatives in the Commonwealth.

THE UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON SYSTEM. The future of our state and nation
depends as never before on the integrity of our cities—on their ability to forge
a productive and integrated society, to provide an acceptable quality of life and
standard of living, and to compete in global markets. As a consequence, a new
imperative emerges for higher education, and the urban university takes on an
unprecedented role in meeting the challenges of the future.

Driven by this imperative are the four universities of the University of
Houston system. We attribute much of our structure and character to the peo-
ple, institutions, and energy of urban life. We define ourselves not in isolated
“academic” terms but in terms of the social and economic complexity of the
city, and we are committed to developing and sharing our intellectual resources
with the communities from which we draw our strength and purpose. This does
not mean that we in any way jeopardize the core values and freedoms of the
academy or compromise exacting standards of excellence. We steadfastly
refuse to reduce the pursuits of intellect to mere utility or the academy to a ser-
vice organization whose agenda is set by others. Instead, our task is to reawaken
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public consciousness in order to focus on pressing problems and challenges
that we cannot solve alone but, equally true, cannot be solved without us.

OTHER POLICY ISSUES

While clarification of the mission is a critical beginning, many other pol-
icy issues also require board consideration, as follows:

HOW DO WE ASSESS THE GENERAL NATURE OF THE URBAN ENVIRONMENT

AROUND THE CAMPUS? An occasional (perhaps annual) board meeting in the
community with community leaders as guests can give the board a better un-
derstanding of and appreciation for the environment around the campus. If a
number of students are from the community, the board could invite them to
speak at a board meeting. Many faculty members probably have a community
relationship for certain activities, and they, too, should be heard by the board.

WHAT ARE THE COSTS OF DEVELOPING PARTNERSHIPS? ARE PARTNERSHIPS

SUSTAINABLE IN THE LONG RUN AFTER INITIAL FUNDING OR COMMITMENT DE-
CLINES? The board is responsible for ensuring adequate resources to carry out
the institutional mission, including aspects that apply to community partnership
programs. Revising or expanding the mission will be meaningless unless dol-
lars are placed behind it. The board and the president must determine which
partnerships must be initiated, which sustained, and which terminated. Govern-
ment and private support can underwrite the university’s involvement with the
city, but such funding is never guaranteed. Various departments or faculty
members involved in partnerships may vie for the board’s attention, and the
board may need to develop priorities to help determine which program de-
serves greater funding. For example, board priorities may reward those pro-
grams serving the city’s neediest, those serving the surrounding neighborhood,
or those where the institution may have the largest impact. Long-term commit-
ments to the idea of partnerships also may require a reallocation of internal
funds as external funding ends. Although it may be very difficult for the board
to do, a budget reallocation is always an option.

WHAT HAVE WE LEARNED FROM PAST EXPERIENCE IN WORKING WITH THE

CITY? Many universities engaged in successful partnerships have realized that
no single institution can turn around the inner city by itself. Other entities must
be equal partners with the university in this effort. In some instances, this may
require the resources and coordination of others, forcing the university to limit
its role to that of a facilitator or broker. This realization is perhaps a change
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from the idealism of the 1960s and 1970s, when many felt universities could
practically single-handedly solve urban problems with the aid of targeted fed-
eral money.

University leaders also may find that some entities, rather than collabo-
rate, play political games because of power, status, money, or other concerns,
and that it may be difficult to build bridges to particular groups. Universities
must bring an honest and objective viewpoint to the table and in so doing must
become an effective interface between the community and government.

It is critical for boards and presidents to learn from the experiences of
other institutions in other cities. The most pressing problems of the inner city
may appear overwhelming, the odds for meaningful change too remote, or the
environment too unsafe to risk university money or personnel. Institutions
seeking to engage in an urban mission may want to start in incremental ways
and build a more comprehensive program later. They may wish to focus on one
segment of the population, or they may wish to work with locally owned busi-
nesses—perhaps creating a “business incubator” that provides financing or
consulting and technical assistance for economic development.

WITH WHOM SHOULD THE INSTITUTION COLLABORATE? Collaboration will de-
pend on which activities are pursued and where a board believes its institution
can make a difference. Boards should expect the administration to develop a
plan that includes neighborhood groups (including organizations that represent
the racial and ethnic diversity of the city), city government, the school system,
local businesses and corporations, and possibly labor unions and not-for-profit
organizations. Urban land-grant institutions also may collaborate with the co-
operative extension service. Joining or forming a consortium with other uni-
versities in the metropolitan area may be desirable.

DOES THE INSTITUTION HAVE POLITICAL STRENGTHS AND CONTACTS THAT CAN

HELP IT CREATE EFFECTIVE PARTNERSHIPS? It is in tackling this question that indi-
vidual board members may be helpful to the full board, using their contacts
with city, state, and federal government leaders either for resources or to cut
through red tape. Trustees who are members of the community can serve as
individual bridges to that community, perhaps through service on other com-
munity boards or through business links with the community.

IN WHAT PARTNERSHIPS ARE WE NOW ENGAGED? ARE THEY ALL THEY COULD

BE? The board must have a full understanding of its institution’s academic de-
partments and be aware of the activities in which it is currently engaged. To
gain an understanding of the potential of partnerships, boards may want to seek
information on departments with natural links to the community (through 
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social work, education, and urban studies, for example) or other programs with
required student internship and practicum experience. Not to be overlooked are
professional schools such as business, law, and medicine, which may be ser-
vicing hundreds of poor clients every year.

An institution developing a comprehensive urban mission, or at least a
mission active on many fronts, attempts to bring visibility and support to these
current activities and sees what can be learned from them. It also tries to see
what university-wide partnerships can be initiated. As former Harvard Univer-
sity President Derek Bok (1996) notes, “The problem is that the whole often
fails to equal the sum of its parts. Because no one knows what others are doing,
important opportunities for collaboration and synergy are lost.”

HOW CAN A COORDINATED INSTITUTION-WIDE STRATEGY BE DEVELOPED? The
decision of where to locate partnerships within the university is more than just a
question of logistics. The placement of an office can sometimes reflect stature.
For example, an office located within the president’s office may connote that a
particular function is of special importance to the administration. The placement
of an office also has important implications for the direction and control of the
partnership.

The board, together with the president, is responsible for determining the pri-
ority given to the partnership initiative by approving and funding the partnership
office. Some would argue that since the university is opening itself up for in-
creased scrutiny when it enters into new relationships with the community, the
partnership should be coordinated out of the offices of the president or senior ad-
ministration. Others would argue that one who is actually on the “front line” (such
as a faculty member) should direct the activities of the office. In any case, faculty
expertise should be at the fingertips of the person staffing a coordinated strategy.

WHERE ARE OUR STUDENTS AND FACULTY IN TERMS OF COMMITMENT TO THE

COMMUNITY? WHAT IS THE REWARD STRUCTURE FOR FACULTY? Zelda Gamson
(1995) of the University of Massachusetts at Boston, writing on the issue of
community responsibilities of faculty, remarks, “For years, academic leaders
. . . have argued that higher education has to become more engaged with so-
cietal issues. Student service barely scratches the surface. We need the ex-
pertise and involvement of our faculties if we are to make a difference.”
Changing faculty contracts to delineate community service as a requirement
and a basis for evaluation may be a means to achieve the goal of increased
faculty participation in community partnerships. After all, what gets mea-
sured gets done. The reward and incentive structure is critical within institu-
tions with an urban mission. This important issue, as well as student
community service, is addressed later.
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CAN THE MEMBERSHIP OR STRUCTURE OF THE BOARD BETTER REFLECT

THE NEEDS OF THE INSTITUTION? It is a challenge for board members who 
reside out of state or outside of the city to develop a full sense of the urban
environment in which their institution is located beyond quick impressions
and anecdotes. At one extreme are boards of prestigious independent insti-
tutions whose members find it understandably difficult to devote time and
effort to potential or existing university partnership opportunities. In these
cases, it is incumbent upon the university’s president and senior adminis-
tration to educate the board, and for board members themselves to commit
time to staying in the city an extra day or afternoon to learn of institutional
initiatives or community needs. Such boards may be served best by appoint-
ing a board subcommittee or task force—with members drawn from fac-
ulty, staff, and community leadership as well as from the board itself—to 
address the issues at hand. The board also may want to consider appointing 
one or two local community leaders as regular or ex-officio members of 
the board.

At the other extreme are boards that may be composed totally of members
from the community. A community college president once warned that such a
board must not become a “Trojan horse” for the desires of the community, that
is, it must not see itself as a vehicle to carry all of the needs and concerns of the
community to be suddenly unleashed on the president in the public forum of a
board meeting. Even if chosen in a popular election, board members must un-
derstand that their duty is to balance equally the needs of the community with
those of the institution.

The membership of most boards will fall in between these two extremes,
with a balance of local membership and statewide or national membership.
Public boards appointed by the governor should appeal for an appropriate bal-
ance of community and state leaders.

HOW DOES THE BOARD MEASURE SUCCESS? Evaluation should not be an af-
terthought. Each partnership program should have goals and objectives that at-
tempt to improve the quality of life for the community that the program is
designed to serve. The board should expect data that document the results of
such programs so it can determine which programs to continue to fund or sup-
port in other ways. Progress within programs that address major social issues
will be incremental at best. Also, the definition of success is more complicated
in the field than in the laboratory. The definition of success often might depend
more on the eye of the beholder than on any specific objective measure. One
university reported, for example, in working with underachieving youth, that
test scores were raised considerably but not enough to be considered “passing.”
Is this a success or a failure?
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Politics also may affect evaluation. A change in city administration may
have an influence over what types of information an agency is willing to collect
and turn over to university evaluators. Tangential benefits from community-
partnership programs also will occur for students and faculty involved in com-
munity service; these should be welcomed and acknowledged by the board.

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS FOR PUBLIC MULTI-CAMPUS GOVERNING BOARDS

State boards must assess their own track records to see how they encour-
age or discourage college and university participation in community partner-
ships. First, there should be an explicit expectation of an urban mission for
either the system or its urban institutions. The University of Houston system
statement is truly exemplary. It is from an agreed-upon mission statement and
strategic plan that all activities flow.

Multi-campus system boards must serve simultaneously as the governing
board for the system as well as for each component institution—admittedly a dif-
ficult assignment, especially in a system that may have both a long-established,
well-regarded flagship university and a newer and less prestigious urban university
vying for limited resources. System boards must strive to balance these tensions
while seeking consistency in critical policy decisions, such as the distribution of
academic programs and the allocation of dollars among institutions. The boards
can accomplish this by educating themselves on the issues of their urban campuses
so they are in a position to support and advocate urban campus needs adequately.
When the board has a meeting on the campus, it should devote some time to un-
derstanding the urban environment by visiting the site of a partnership activity.
Also, if there is no urban university in the system, or if urban areas are under-
served, the board should ensure that one of its institution’s missions extend (within
reason) to major cities of the state.

A multi-campus board should consider the creation of a local governing
or advisory board for its urban campus or campuses, especially if the system
comprises institutions in various parts of the state. Local boards can help focus
system board attention on local concerns while serving as a bridge to the com-
munity. Because local boards may serve many functions, institutional and sys-
tem leaders must be careful that such boards never become captive to any local
constituency. It is best if local boards are appointed with prescribed authority
from the system board.

Multi-campus boards (and state coordinating boards as well) should set
different and flexible expectations for faculty. System boards should ensure that
faculty-reward structures at their urban campuses adequately recognize applied
research and service to the community. Such guidelines may need to be differ-
ent from those of other institutions in the system.

The Urban University in the Community 135



Similarly, expectations and performance evaluations of urban college
presidents must take into consideration the job’s unique requirements. Urban
universities within multi-campus systems, or under statewide coordinating
agencies with budget allocation authority, must be granted a level of flexibility
in their budgeting process. Just as land-grant institutions need resources for
outreach to rural communities, resource allocations that differ from preset
funding formulas may be needed to establish or maintain incentives for com-
munity partnership activities.

Issues Related to Institutional Change

Universities cannot ignore the clamor of businesses that want college
graduates retrained to maximize their effectiveness as employees. Nor can they
ignore the value of research applied to community problems or the need for
graduate students (who will become the faculty members of the future) to be
trained in nontraditional ways to encourage creative contemplation of expanded
functions of the university. Therefore, the curriculum must include the many
lessons that currently are offered through partnership initiatives. Dissertation
research in many fields should be directed toward more practical problems.
Faculty and staff involved in community service must bring their experiences
into the classroom. The traditional “teach and research” paradigm too often
gives short shrift to public and community service. Other issues have been
identified concerning the current training of researchers that need to be ad-
dressed. Christina Croark and Robert McCall (1996, p. 21) argue that talent,
competence, trust, and respect are essential ingredients of effective collabora-
tions. According to them, however,

These requirements are often antithetical to the way we train re-
searchers, for example, who typically are taught to work indepen-
dently, to maintain control over every aspect of the research
enterprise, and to achieve within a profession that rewards individual
productivity and contribution.

In an interview on university-community partnerships, McCall, co-direc-
tor of the University of Pittsburgh’s Office of Child Development and Policy
Evaluation Project, said, “We need to broaden our student audience beyond
those enrolled in our classes and our scholarly audience beyond our academic
colleagues. Our academic reward structure should encourage applied scholar-
ship and education, broadly defined, on a par with basic, empirical research”
(Gilberbloom 1996, p. 17). Similarly, Ernest Boyer (1992) argues that standards
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for measuring faculty scholarship must now include the potential application
for meeting pressing societal problems.

Creating Incentives for Faculty

One of the biggest obstacles to successful community partnerships is the
lack of expectations, rewards, and incentives for faculty. Derek Bok (1996)
writes: “[O]nly if collaboration with the city is seen as part of one’s profes-
sional development will such work survive and prosper. But even the most
committed universities have often found this hard to do.” Partnerships, com-
munity service, and applied research can be promoted by considering them
more often when making tenure, promotion, and faculty contract decisions, and
university presidents and governing boards can directly influence this process.
To do so, however, requires an understanding of the issue.

The phrase “publish or perish” is all too familiar to those in and around
academic circles. According to a national survey of faculty conducted by the
Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, the granting of tenure
has become increasingly dependent on publications over the last twenty-five
years. The implications of this criterion for survival make applied research less
attractive to researchers: since applied research is not as “clean” as controlled
experimental research, it tends to be devalued by academic journals. In the
worst-case scenario, meaningful research is sacrificed in the name of scientific
excellence. Recent advances in the fields of research methods and policy eval-
uation have helped bring social research to more respectable levels in the aca-
demic community. Nevertheless, in university settings where tenure and
promotion are dependent on publication, applied research is a risky route.
Given the demanding and difficult nature of applied research, the most talented
researchers should be engaged in it. Unless the reward structure is changed,
however, many will be reluctant to spend their time doing applied research in
the community.

Institutions also have been slow to develop criteria by which to rate com-
munity service. In a recent survey of 186 members of the American Associa-
tion of State Colleges and Universities and the National Association of State
Universities and Land Grant Colleges, more than a quarter of the respondents
cited lack of recognition of community service as a scholarly activity as a sig-
nificant barrier to meeting a metropolitan-urban mission (AASCU 1995).

The issue of the reward system as it applies to public service also is com-
plicated by the fact that some fields lend themselves to community service more
readily than do others. Institutions that are primarily research oriented may fear
that changing the reward structure will drive away valuable researchers and
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weaken the organization’s overall level of quality. Where to draw boundaries
over what is acceptable public service is not always an easy call to make. Too
often, faculty service is defined as internal department or committee work, and
not service to the surrounding community. And while student community ser-
vice and service learning are encouraged and supported by the faculty, the need
to engage faculty as more than just facilitators of students—especially those
who teach within communities with dire needs—has never been greater.

Boards and presidents of urban institutions have begun to see how univer-
sity-wide expectations can be integrated into college and department expectations
and the reward structure adjusted accordingly so that applied research and com-
munity service become explicit requirements for contract renewal, tenure, promo-
tion, and post-tenure review. Department reward structures need not be
monolithic; rather, they should recognize the differences among academic fields
and even among individual faculty members within disciplines. In such a flexible
system, fields that lend themselves to partnerships, public service, and applied re-
search on community problems can be identified, and fields needing more “tradi-
tional” reward structures still can attract quality faculty. Diamond and Brownwyn
(1993) have written extensively on the principles and practicalities of flexible fac-
ulty reward systems that urban institutions should examine.

Although the biggest incentive for involving faculty in appropriate com-
munity partnerships may be through reward structures for tenure and promo-
tion, another way is to offer budgetary incentives. Such incentives can be
created (in keeping with institutional and board priorities) within the university
by the governing board. For an urban institution, this could be competitive
grants or matching-challenge grants within departments as financial rewards
for individual faculty. The University of Minnesota, for example, solicits re-
quests for proposals from faculty members to conduct policy research on the
pressing needs of the Twin Cities area. Selected proposals offer two-months’
salary plus a part-time graduate research assistant for the year as support for
carrying out the project. Dennis Jones (1995), president of the National Center
for Higher Education Management Systems, has prescribed how governing
boards can develop incentives within the budget through a process called
“strategic budgeting.” The principles and procedures of strategic budgeting are
easily adaptable to urban institutions.

The Emergence of Service-Learning
and Student Community Service

Campus Compact, Campus Outreach Opportunity League (COOL), the
Partnership for Service Learning, and the Corporation for National and Com-
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munity Service have placed student community service and service learning on
the front burner for many institutions. Service learning has many benefits for
community organizations. Students are working and providing needed assis-
tance to the community in the name of the institution while obtaining the spir-
itual benefits that come from helping others along the way.

The involvement of universities in community partnerships gives students
an opportunity to test the theories and techniques that are presented in their
course work. The urban environment can be an effective classroom. Fieldwork
offers students valuable lessons they can use later. In a conversation on the 
Internet, David Moore, from the University of New Orleans commented:

Having given graduate students the opportunity to work in “cancer
alley” has opened their eyes to a lot of issues and resulted in a deeper
understanding of environmental justice. I have personally witnessed
this initial work turn into a passion in one individual who I am sure
will have an impact on the movement, (Gilderbloom 1996, p. 19)

Students are often on the front lines of many of the partnership activities of
their institutions. They perform many of the actual activities that partnerships
are formed to do, such as student teaching, helping staff a health clinic, or as-
sisting on a demographic study, for example. Although students are invaluable to
successful partnerships, there are three inherent dangers to avoid. First, students
must not just “front” for the institution—that is, perform the bulk of the part-
nership activity—while faculty and other institutional administrators sit back
disengaged from any meaningful level of community involvement. The second
concern involves adequate safety precautions for the students who serve and the
served, including institutional liability. Institutions must do their best to ensure
that they are not jeopardizing students’ well-being by placing them in unsafe sit-
uations or placing them in situations that require a higher level of competence
than they currently possess. The third concern, raised by Nevin Brown, regards
the nature of students’ time commitments at a university. As Brown remarked,
“In a long-term collaborative effort, students may come and go. This can take a
toll in the development of long-term, personal, collegial relationships that often
are critical to the success of the partnership” (Gilderbloom 1996, p. 19).

Barriers to Successful Partnerships

Several types of barriers affecting an institution’s urban partnership need
to be continually evaluated and discussed at the policy level by the board and
president. Tensions between various community players can be detrimental to
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the success of partnership initiatives. For example, when a university is formu-
lating a plan for grant dissemination among community organizations, it must
be aware of the political consequences of excluding certain groups from the al-
location. Another unfortunate aspect of partnerships involves the other end of
the project—when success is achieved and disagreement erupts over who
should get the credit.

Universities cannot force their way into the community; they must be in-
vited. Buy-in costs frequently are associated with working with long-standing
community groups, and inconsistent behavior by a university drives up these
costs. Charitable acts and temporary “do-good” programs are not the founda-
tion of durable relationships or the sign of a comprehensive strategy developed
by the president and the governing board; they only serve to open the door.

Many barriers to success are rooted in mistrust of universities. Government
institutions at the local, state, and federal levels, as well as quasi-public agencies
and not-for-profit organizations, have set patterns for functioning in relation to
one another. Some localities resist the entrance of universities into partnership
roles for fear of upsetting the balance among existing players. Institutions need to
be sensitive not to intrude upon already existing and effective partnerships. If a
university has not previously demonstrated a commitment to the city, then com-
munity groups may mistrust the institution’s motives. They may question whether
the participation of university faculty would impede or duplicate work performed
by private consultants or other paid employees. In a climate of scarce resources,
some community organizations may fear that universities will infringe upon their
base of financial support. This fear may be substantiated by the fact that many
university-sponsored community initiatives frequently require matching funds
from community organizations. Thus university and community entities may find
themselves competing for the same funding sources.

Stereotypes and preconceived notions may hamper effective communi-
cation. For example, academics may be viewed as egotistical or out of touch
with real-world conditions, and government employees may be victims of 
“bureaucrat bashing.”

Symbolic partnerships such as blood drives, book collections, and deliver-
ing meals to the elderly offer little risk to either partner. If they fall apart, little is
lost. It is the substantive partnerships such as discovering the causes of home-
lessness or creating jobs or affordable housing that are high-risk ventures—
particularly for the university. Something more precious than money or 
resources is involved in its failure. The university risks its prestige and preemi-
nent position in the community if the project fails.

One of the greatest strengths that many university programs provide
might also be the most serious problem hindering these programs: partnership.
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As related in this book, partnerships rely on a fragile coalition for continuity
and accomplishment. If the coalition falters, then the program may falter as
well. The involved parties must provide the partnership with constant nurtur-
ing to keep it vital, active, and responsive to the needs of the community and
its residents.

Conclusion

As difficult as the current fiscal, social, and political environment is for
our cities, it may become more problematic in the future. New fiscal pressures
on cities are a certainty due to constrained local, state, and federal budgets and
the potential major restructuring of such federal programs as Aid to Families
with Dependent Children and Medicaid and other programs such as job training.
The added fiscal pressures may, in turn, exacerbate current social problems.

Universities cannot physically flee the cities. They are part of the com-
munity infrastructure. But being a permanent part of the community carries an
obligation to interact with the city and the surrounding neighborhoods. The
boards and presidents of urban universities and colleges must lead their institu-
tions into an appropriate level of community involvement, an involvement
based on expanded notions of traditional educational missions and purposes
that will be sustained through fiscal cycles and political change.

Universities and colleges generally command great public respect. They
can bring ideas framed in the context of objective truths and moral persuasion,
and they can take risks that others might try to avoid. Governing boards at all
urban colleges and universities need to engage in a full discussion of the pol-
icy issues involved in developing university-community partnerships to help
clarify what may or may not work for their particular institution. These part-
nerships are risky undertakings that can result in symbolic or substantive gains
for the community at large or in failure and controversy. But by developing
such partnerships, colleges and universities can turn the ivory tower into a
bridge to the community.
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C H A P T E R  6

A Model for University-Community Partnerships

Introduction

Universities have not been key players in most community revitalization
partnerships. As discussed earlier, the academy has much to offer the commu-
nity in its efforts to move from despair to hope. The following discussion of the
partnership process provides examples of how to assemble partnerships.

Creating a Community Partnership

The days of massive investments of federal funds in our inner cities are
gone. The U.S. Treasury is broke (again) after the brief surpluses of the late
1990s disappeared, and there is little hope that the extensive urban spending of
the 1960s and 1970s will ever be seen again. Our urban problems are worsen-
ing. Infrastructure continues to decay. New capital investment is primarily
going to the satellite suburbs, where there is a greater return on investment.

Trying to reverse this decline is a formidable challenge. Residents of a
neighborhood do not have the resources to revitalize the neighborhood them-
selves. In fact, there is no single person or organization with either the financial
resources or the will to complete all tasks attendant to the physical revitaliza-
tion of the neighborhood. Residents must turn to a variety of sources for the
capital and expertise needed to rebuild their neighborhood.

Residents try to identify all of the individuals and organizations with the
potential to contribute to their revitalization effort and then seek to draw them
into an arrangement that will benefit all parties. The university can provide this
coordinating function by acting as a facilitator (Mazey 1995). This is the heart
of a leveraging strategy, a partnership. If the neighborhood can obtain some ini-
tial capital and leverage that investment through its partnership network, then
the results of that investment can be multiplied many times.
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One of the biggest problems in developing a community partnership is
determining the nature and extent of the community. This is what Bengtson,
Grigsby, Corry, and Hruby call the “classic dilemma of grassroots politics:
What is the community, and how does one determine who represents it? If one
particular group is recognized as being representative, is there not a risk of
alienating several others?” (1977, p. 82).

Who Can Participate in the Partnership?

Partnership members can come from within the community or from out-
side of the community. For example, partners can come from all levels of gov-
ernment (i.e., federal, state, county, or city) and can include members of the
business community (i.e., banks, small businesses, large corporations, etc.).
Other organizations that can make significant contributions include nonprofit
service delivery organizations and community development corporations. Non-
traditional members can include the education establishment in the community
from the public schools up through the colleges and universities in the area.

Each partner brings its own expertise to bear on the problems of the
neighborhood. That is why there is no single list of partnership members to ad-
dress the varied problems confronting our cities today. Within the loose affilia-
tion of different individuals and organizations, there will be many partnerships
working to solve the problems that they are best capable of handling.

Potential Partners for Revitalization

Many different organizations can participate in partnership efforts for
urban revitalization. They have been classified into six categories: government,
businesses, nonprofits, foundations, educational institutions, and residents.
Each of these categories of potential partners is discussed later. This is not in-
tended to be an all-inclusive list. In addition, there are no guarantees that any
organization will participate in a particular project.

In order to make this realistic, example agencies from Louisville and Jef-
ferson County, Kentucky, were used. Based on experiences in other cities, each
jurisdiction has a counterpart organization that performs the functions ascribed
by the various organizations discussed.

Government

Many people look at government agencies as obstacles, something to be
overcome rather than an agency to work with, use as a resource, or learn from
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about matters under their purview. A number of different government partners
can be approached for participation in partnership efforts. Representative
agencies follow.

FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

There are several grant-making agencies within the federal government that
can provide funding for revitalization efforts. Most federal agencies do not provide
expertise. Their focus is on grant programs authorized by the U.S. Congress.

In the area of physical development, the most likely source of funds is the
U.S. Department of HUD. HUD grant programs are announced on the Federal
Business Opportunities (FedBizOpps) Web site. Most grant opportunities
through HUD will either have to go through a nonprofit development corpora-
tion, a state or local government, or a college or university. One of these types
of organizations will be a crucial member of the partnership if federal funds are
a key part of the partnership’s success.

Other agencies make grants or provide low-interest loans to various
groups. They include the U.S. Department of Agriculture (not too likely in an
urban area, but it does have specialized programs that touch on urban issues), 
the U.S. Department of Commerce, the Department of Defense (if a military 
installation is located in the area), the U.S. Department of Education, the U.S.
Department of Energy (if there is such a facility in the area), the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the U.S. Department of the Interior, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation, the Small Business Administration, the Department 
of Homeland Security for specialized areas and, of course, the U.S. Congress.
While senators or Congressional representatives are unlikely to provide direct
funding for a revitalization effort, they can open the door to a multitude of 
opportunities.

STATE GOVERNMENT

Like the federal government, the state has a number of grant-making pro-
grams. In addition, many agencies provide specialized expertise when it is
needed. Among the organizations that can help in a revitalization effort are the
Bureau for Social Services, the Department of Agriculture, the Human Re-
sources Cabinet, the Kentucky Army National Guard, the Kentucky Business
Enterprises, the Kentucky Historical Society, the Natural Resources and Envi-
ronmental Protection Cabinet, and the Transportation Cabinet.

Consider this example. A neighborhood group is contemplating a devel-
opment project in a historic area designated under the provisions of Section 106
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. The state historic preservation
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officer (SHPO) and/or the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)
in Washington must approve its plans. In Kentucky, the ACHP delegated project
approval authority to the SHPO at the Kentucky Historical Society. In
Louisville, the SHPO works closely with the Louisville Development Authority
(described in the following section).

LOCAL GOVERNMENT

Many local resources are available from local government. In the
Louisville metropolitan area, there was concurrent jurisdiction for some issues
between the city of Louisville and Jefferson County. In January 2003, the city
and county merged into a metropolitan government. It is unclear how this will
affect all of the agencies described next, but the functions will remain some-
where in the metro government structure, even if the names change. Support
can be available from both the elected officials and from the civil service sec-
tor. The following list is not meant to be exhaustive but will provide an idea of
the types of assistance available for development projects.

BOARD OF ZONING ADJUSTMENT (BOZA).

The BOZA is an arm of the planning commission. It is empowered to make
decisions affecting the zoning and use of various properties. It can change the
zoning and/or use of a particular lot or plat, add conditions to the rezoning, or dis-
approve the proposal. It is important to understand the board’s priorities and con-
cerns before making a proposal. The best approach is to work with the staff to
ensure that their concerns are addressed prior to presentation to the board.

HOUSING AUTHORITY OF LOUISVILLE (HAL)

If the proposed redevelopment project will impact on public housing in
the city of Louisville, the HAL must be consulted.

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT (HUD)

This agency performs a number of valuable services for developers. It
contains the land bank for the city. It can make property available for less than
market rates. It also can provide funds for other city agencies, such as the city
engineer, to perform services that can reduce the cost of development. For ex-
ample, if funds are available and the project meets the goals of HUD, it can di-
rect the city engineer to prepare lot surveys, conduct traffic studies and
analyses, and perform design and even construction services on city-owned
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properties. These can then be blended with a developer’s project in a variety of
ways to enhance the value of the combined development.

INSPECTIONS, LICENSES, AND PERMITS

Before a project can be constructed in the city, a variety of permits may be
required. It is best to contact this department to understand the regulatory
“hoops” that an organization will be required to jump through on the way to
project completion. If the project does not meet the requirements of this
agency, it could be stopped. A work stoppage can impact on not just public per-
ceptions of the sponsoring organization as a service provider but also could 
endanger continued funding and support for the project.

LOUISVILLE DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY (LDA)

The LDA is a multifaceted agency that is an invaluable resource to the
prospective developer, especially if the project is located in an urban renewal
area or a historic district (as described earlier). If the property is in an urban re-
newal area, then permission to develop must be obtained from the approved de-
veloper, or approved developer designation must be sought from the Urban
Renewal Commission. The commission relies to a great extent on the recom-
mendations of its staff, and the staff is located in the LDA. The developer should
visit with the staff to gain a complete understanding of the designation process.

If a project is in a historic district, the developer must consult with the
Urban Design Division of the LDA, which will work with the developer and the
SHPO to ensure that all plans are compatible with the neighborhood and meet
any guidelines that have been established for the development area. It has a good
understanding of what the SHPO will approve and is willing to provide advice
and support to design efforts within the limits of available staff resources.

LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION

This is a body with broad powers over land use in Jefferson County. Most
small development decisions will go before the BOZA, an arm of the planning
commission, described earlier.

LOUISVILLE AND JEFFERSON COUNTY OFFICE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

This joint city-county organization provides a variety of services to ex-
isting and new businesses. It provides information on the business climate,
where and how to access capital for expansion, opportunities for investment,
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and so on. Again, it is very willing to help support revitalization efforts with 
advice, analysis, and guidance.

PLANNING AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT DEPARTMENT

This Jefferson County agency oversees a wide variety of services, par-
ticularly relating to planning and development, as well as to zoning and related
issues.

PUBLIC WORKS AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

This Jefferson County agency is responsible for the broad spectrum of
transportation, infrastructure, and community development issues in Jefferson
County outside of the city of Louisville.

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

This city agency contains the office of the city engineer as well as a num-
ber of other functions for the local government. It is available for consultation
on a number of development issues, particularly as they impact on transporta-
tion and related infrastructure issues in the city. It performs a number of as-
sessments for executive and legislative officials on the impacts of proposals
that are being made by different developers. It also provides support to other
agencies, such as HUD, on a reimbursable basis. At HUD’s direction, public
works has hired architect/engineer contractors to design neighborhood im-
provements and later constructed them in consonance with the plans of devel-
opers because they furthered an important government interest.

Businesses

A variety of businesses is involved in neighborhood revitalization efforts.
The most common partners include banks, realty companies, small builders,
and several different size developers.

ARCHITECT/ENGINEER (A/E) CONTRACTORS

A/E contractors typically provide most of the technical expertise for physi-
cal development projects. They can prepare master development plans, budgetary
and bidding construction cost estimates, and construction documents (plans and
specifications) and can provide construction management services. They are vital
to the development effort and should be brought in at the earliest time.

148 Promise and Betrayal



BANKS

Banks often have community relation officers or a department devoted to
community-oriented investing. These offices administer many different pro-
grams, including low-interest HUD rehabilitation and construction loans,
below-market loans from other sources, or in-house products to assist devel-
opers with their efforts.

BUILDERS ANDDEVELOPERS

Builders and developers can be found in both the for-profit and nonprofit
sectors. There are advantages to having both types of organizations involved in
a project. For-profit organizations tend to be larger, have significant lines of
credit, and have access to lower-cost suppliers. Nonprofit organizations have
access to special-rate financing that for-profit organizations cannot touch. To-
gether they can create a strong partnership to renew the neighborhood.

REALTY COMPANIES

Realty companies typically perform work at their market rates but can
provide lower rates when there is a package or block of properties to be mar-
keted. Their efforts are not limited to selling property. They can also perform
market analyses to determine the sizes and types of houses that can profitably
be sold in the area. Negotiations should focus on what is advantageous to both 
organizations.

Nonprofits

A number of different nonprofit entities can play a role in helping a part-
nership’s revitalization efforts. Some are traditional, while others are not. A
brief list of potential nonprofit partners follows.

CHURCHES

These are the most powerful groups in the nonprofit world not because of
their size, capital assets, or expertise but because of their beliefs. Undercapital-
ized believers can make things happen when the best-financed organizations
cannot. Some inner-city churches are forming nonprofit community develop-
ment corporations (CDC) as part of their outreach and service programs. In
Louisville, St. Stephen and Canaan Christian, both African-American
churches, have organized CDCs.
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COMMUNITY CENTERS

These centers can be affiliated with churches or with other nonprofit or-
ganizations. Their missions can vary widely. They may be able to provide ser-
vices ranging from child care to education programs to micro-business loans,
to name a few. The Louisville Central Community Center and Plymouth Com-
munity Center, both in the Russell Neighborhood, provide a wide range of
human services. If a community center is located in the project area, discuss the
types of services it offers and determine whether or not it can make a contribu-
tion to the partnership.

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CORPORATIONS (CDCS)

CDCs are nonprofit organizations. Their missions generally include hous-
ing and economic development. Most CDCs are cash poor and project oriented
in the Louisville area. In other large metropolitan areas, CDCs do housing,
business development, job training, and land development, manage large apart-
ment complexes, and provide a host of social services. They can access pools of
below-market-rate financing that for-profit organizations cannot. If the CDC in
the project area does not presently provide some of the services needed for this
project, it does not mean that it cannot provide the services later.

UNIONS

Many people forget that unions have much to offer in the area of revital-
ization. In addition to apprenticeship programs to provide job training and work
experience for residents, unions also control vast amounts of funds through
their pension plans. These plans can be a source of financing for revitalization
efforts if it is to the union’s advantage to work with the developer on the project.
If partnership contractors are union shops or agree to enter into a wage agree-
ment with the unions, then partial or complete financing may be available from
the union’s pension fund.

Foundations

Foundations do not normally provide expertise to the development effort.
Rather, they tend to provide funding within the constraints of their bylaws or
charters. Many different types of foundations fund community development
activities. Some foundations specialize in a particular area (e.g., the Lila Wal-
lace-Reader’s Digest Foundation’s Urban Parks Initiative). Others fund a vari-
ety of programs. Good sources of information include the Annual Register of
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Grant Support and the Foundations Index. These and other foundation 
resources are available through local and university libraries and provide in-
formation on contacts, addresses, requirements, geographic scope, application
formats, and so on.

Most foundations will not fund an entire initiative, but they will provide
partial funding or challenge funding (i.e., they will pledge some amount of
funding if the partnership can raise a specified amount from other sources).

Educational Institutions

A variety of educational institutions can help an organization achieve its
objectives. It requires a great deal of investigation to determine the types and
availability of services from educational institutions. Services can be acquired
from secondary schools, colleges and universities, and technical schools.

Secondary schools may be able to help with literacy programs, assisting
adults in acquiring GED certificates and providing specialized vocational train-
ing and a number of other services. For example, if a vocational program is
training people for apprenticeship programs in the construction trades, then the
partnership may be able to provide real-life training opportunities for these stu-
dents and obtain reduced-rate labor.

Colleges and universities offer a variety of internships and practicums for
their students. If the project’s needs coincide with projected student place-
ments, and the partnership is willing to provide the needed supervision, then
college students can be a source of energetic, enthusiastic, and inexpensive 
assistance. Faculty also can provide assistance.

Technical schools also have a need to provide their students with “real-
life” experience that makes their graduates more attractive to potential em-
ployers. If some part of a project will require skills available from this type of
school, then contact the school and see what you can work out. It will also be a
resume builder for the student. Again, these students can be a source of good,
yet inexpensive, help.

Residents

Residents are the most undervalued assets in any revitalization effort,
and they have the greatest stake in the success of the effort! Many skills can be
found among neighborhood residents. Either through a case management
process, marketing, or other means, partners can find a wealth of talent right
in the neighborhood, catalogue it, and maintain contact with people who can
contribute later on. A periodic newsletter is a good, inexpensive means of
doing this.
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Tying the Pieces Together

How does the partnership actually get the people or organizations to come
together? How does it make the contacts? The following is a brief description
of one approach (see Figure 6-1).

First, partnership members must clearly and concisely define the problem
that they are trying to solve and the project that they are proposing to fix the prob-
lem. They must put this in writing along with any background data that are needed.
Members should be able to summarize the project on a one-page fact sheet.

Second, a list should be developed of all potential people or organizations
that project partners believe could be part of this partnership. In addition, they
should try to determine the benefit(s) that could accrue to that person or organi-
zation. This is important because one of the basic tenets of interpersonal relations
is that people, and organizations, participate in ventures in order to derive some
benefit. This is not mercenary; it is human nature. There are many types of ben-
efits—some monetary, some altruistic, and some spiritual. Before approaching a
potential partner, the organizers should answer this fundamental question: “What
benefit will this person (or organization) derive from participating in this part-
nership?” If the group cannot come up with some potential benefits, then it is 
unlikely that it can sell new partners on participating in the program.

Now the problem has been defined, and a list of potential partners has
been developed that can help solve it. Start approaching the partners. Initial
contacts can be made in any number of ways. The HANDS community design
team found that one effective method is to send a brief letter of introduction to
the responsible official to describe the problem, the proposed project, and why
the potential partner’s participation is vital to the project’s success. Let this per-
son know that a team member will follow up in one week to set up an appoint-
ment to discuss the project. If the team does not want money from the
organization, then this should be stated.

When setting up the appointment, limit the initial contact to thirty min-
utes. Walk in with a structured agenda and a brief presentation covering the
proposal. Be incisive. Be confident. Be thorough. Get a point of contact, and
ask for referrals to others who might make good partners.

Follow up with a thank-you letter, and then start pursuing the organiza-
tion’s or person’s participation in earnest with the appropriate point of contact.
Set up a detailed schedule for project completion, and then implement it. Part-
ners respect professional project execution.

Keep the partners interested, informed, and involved, even when they are
not directly acting at the time. This can be done through periodic progress re-
ports, newsletters, update briefings, and so on. A partner’s interest must not
wane during its idle periods.
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Figure 6-1
Flowchart on Partnership Development

Source:  Mullins (1996), p. 168

Sample Typology for Partnerships

One of the greatest strengths of small, community-based programs may
be their most serious problem: the partnership. The HANDS project, for exam-
ple, relied on a fragile coalition for continuity and accomplishment. If the coali-
tion falters, then the program may falter as well. Failure can come from a loss
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of resources or commitment, or from a loss of stature by a partner that affects
its standing (and power base) in the neighborhood. Constant nurturing is
needed by the parties to keep the partnership vital, active, and responsive to the
needs of the neighborhood and its residents. A fundamental question concerns
how one assesses a potential partner for an urban revitalization effort. Based on
our research and the literature, we offer the following model as a starting point
for future efforts (see Figure 6-2).

Figure 6-2
Sample Typology for Assessing Potential Partners

Source: Mullins (1996), p. 195.

The assumption underlying this model is that a good neighborhood revitalization
partner is a function of its stature in the community and its resources, both human
and fiscal. Another important dimension is the depth of commitment to the part-
nership. An assumption implicit in this model is that a “Star” will be committed
to any effort it undertakes to maintain its standing in the neighborhood and high
rate of return to maintain its fiscal resources. It could be stated as follows:

A Good Partner � f (Stature in Neighborhood, Capital/Resources)
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Another concern with this type of model is the potential for gross over-
simplification of complex interrelationships and ties among people and institu-
tions. While this is a valid concern, this model is offered as a guidepost. This
model does have explanatory power for what was observed in the Louisville re-
vitalization partnership. In addition, it can be generalized for community part-
nerships across the nation.

Why should this model work? Let’s examine it quadrant by quadrant. The
“Bit Player” quadrant has low resources and little community stature. While an
organization in this area would not be sought as a main player, it may be able to
provide some small service to fill a special need. Generally, this type of player
would approach the partners rather than be approached.

The “Backstage Player” is crucial. Capek and Gilderbloom (1992) dis-
cuss the backstage of politics and its role in community action, which may
bring a lot of resources to the table but may not have much stature in the neigh-
borhood. A university could easily fall into this category if it was working out-
side of its immediate vicinity, as was the University of Louisville in the
HANDS and SUN portions of the Russell Partnership. The goal for this type of
organization is to bring the fiscal and human resources necessary to make the
partnership work, while not seeking to raise its visibility. As one senior U of L
administrator stated, the university should be content to take credit in the coin
of its realm—scholarly articles and the like.

The “Front-Stage Player” is necessary. It has a high profile and can pro-
vide an entrée into the community for the players who will make it happen. It
can be the coordinator and provide dispute resolution services. In the HANDS
and SUN portions of the Russell Partnership, the Louisville Central Develop-
ment Corporation filled this role.

The “Star” is the ideal entity. It enjoys high status in the neighborhood
and has the capital to make things happen. Louisville does not really have that
kind of organization. Looking elsewhere, the New Community Corporation in
Newark, New Jersey, is the type of organization that combines the best of both
worlds. It is in the neighborhood, having risen from a small neighborhood
group, and it now has the financial resources to significantly improve its locale.

What Should the Large Funders Change?

After an examination of the literature and working through the HANDS
and SUN programs, things should change in the way in which large funders
such as the U.S. Department of Education, the U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development, and large private foundations dole out their funds. They
need to focus their funds on the programs that are proven to work. However, it
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seems that many failed or failing programs continue to attract funding. The rea-
sons are many and varied—from slick packaging to politics to lack of knowl-
edge about what really does and does not work.

It seems that many of the human services programs that are implemented
without a corresponding change in the neighborhood infrastructure are ineffec-
tive uses of funds. There is little measurable return on investment. Even if the
programs were successful without the infrastructure upgrade, the residents
would move out because the area would offer nothing to keep them in their new
socioeconomic state. All that has done is further concentrate the truly poverty
stricken in an area without hope. “To break the cycle of poverty, we need to ad-
dress housing first” (Garr 1995, p. 76). An initial investment in upgrading
housing, security, the physical environment, and making the area attractive to
lower-middle and middle-class families is needed before true change occurs.
“After a critical mass of new middle-class residents has been created at the cen-
ter, growth will feed on itself.” (Grigsby and Corl 1983, p. 91).

Conclusion

In programs such as HANDS and SUN, the university has been a player.
It is making a difference in its community. As Peter Hall (1989 p. 282) noted,
“Given a challenge of that order, there is not much justification for continuing
to stand on the academic sidelines.”

The University of Louisville, unlike Marquette, Yale, and Northwestern
Universities, did not confine its activities to immediately adjacent geographic
areas. It leapfrogged adjacent areas to help serve those with the greatest need.
A further difference between the U of L’s activities and those of Marquette,
Yale, and Northwestern is that its future will not really be affected by the suc-
cess or failure of the Russell Neighborhood. Its adjacent neighborhood, Old
Louisville, is thriving having seen a great deal of investment to upgrade grand
old houses and commercial structures. The University of Illinois at Chicago is
taking the same approach of leapfrogging to those in greatest need through
their university-community partnerships. The ultimate success of these part-
nerships will be measured in the future prosperity of these areas rather than in
the mountain of reports being prepared today. Houses, jobs, and safe streets
will be the true measure of success. Time will tell.
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C H A P T E R  7

Betrayal by the Universities

Universities can do a lot in their respective communities, but few really
do. That is what we mean by “promise and betrayal” by our universities. The
promise is great. Few of our nation’s universities perform substantive commu-
nity building. In 1992, approximately 100 out of 3,650 higher education insti-
tutions applied for the $1.5 million U.S. Department of Education Urban
Community Service grants. Less than 200 universities received HUD Commu-
nity Outreach Partnership grants. Traditionally, universities avoid substantive
involvement in inner cities because success is difficult. Yet if universities are so
knowledgeable, then one wonders why many surrounding neighborhoods of
those institutions are filled with hopelessness and despair.

In ten years of community building in Louisville and elsewhere, we found
that most academics fail to address, much less solve, inner-city problems. Con-
ventional wisdom denotes that academicians miss the dynamics of the problem
and fail to grasp the dynamics of gatekeepers, bureaucrats, and elected leaders
that sociologist Max Weber discussed.

The public and private partnerships in the Russell Neighborhood in
Louisville, Kentucky, are some of the most successful revitalization efforts in
the country. The Russell Partnership is a progressive collaboration involving
the University of Louisville’s HANDS and successor SUN programs; local
businesses; federal, state, and city governments; foundations and philanthropic
groups; and community and not-for-profit organizations. The initiative incor-
porated holistic approach that addresses human, economic, and community de-
velopment through case management, job training and creation, education,
home ownership, community leadership, and community design services.
“New urbanism” principles were introduced (Katz 1994). Houses were de-
signed with porches, so that more eyes could be on the streets and alleys. The
historic Victorian structures, magnet schools, YMCA, and library made the
area suitable for gentfrication. People could walk to Louisville’s downtown
area, only five to ten blocks away.
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Most “experts” believed that nothing could be done to change this inner-
city neighborhood until a unique partnership was forged. In fact, several re-
spected affordable housing advocates attempted to stop the University from
assembling a $3.5 million federal grant package along with another $1.5 mil-
lion in local non-federal support to facilitate the university-community part-
nership. They condemned the project before it even began with a letter to the
University and subsequent letters to newspaper reporters, arguing that it was
more sizzle than meat. The actions of these organizations were perhaps the
most surprising, disappointing, and shocking part of leading a university-
community partnership. The actions of these “gatekeepers” often are contrary
to their stated goals. This is what sociologists call “goal displacement,” where
increasing affordable housing in the community is replaced by maintaining the
funding, positions, and jobs of organizations by making sure that competing or-
ganizations are not successful. This is somewhat reminiscent of how certain or-
ganizations conduct business—cut us into the action, or we will cut you out.
Before these programs came into existence, black and basement nonprofits did
not have the capacity building or technical assistance to be successful. The
HANDS and SUN programs changed that by making it possible for these
groups to use approved drawings and guidance in getting necessary approvals.
This created a whole lot of activity, competition, and homes.

Despite this work in a poor black neighborhood, assistance to black organi-
zations, and with several gifted African-American faculty and graduate students
who were part of the HANDS and SUN teams, two black leaders also attacked
the programs privately. One made the false charge that the SUN program was tak-
ing “blood samples” from African Americans in the community and that program
funding should be reviewed. This charge was derailed after a meeting with black
leaders, and an apology was made. Another black leader was enraged when the
HANDS project ended funding for a program that had only a few participants,
while that organization proclaimed an enrollment of twenty-five students. This
leader went to the president’s office and claimed that the HANDS program was
racist and that the University should cease its support. The claim was made that
the program was treating residents like lab rats—giving aid to some and refusing
it to others. It was more like giving assistance to effective and accountable orga-
nizations and ignoring sloppy, ineffective, and tired organizations.

The role of community gatekeepers is vastly underestimated in scholarly
literature. In fact, it is nearly invisible. But it may be a big reason poor neigh-
borhoods stay poor—because of middle-class gatekeepers who block and dis-
rupt efforts that can cause meaningful change.

It also is this kind of backstage politics (Capek and Gilderbloom 1992)
that pushes universities away from partnerships in poor neighborhoods. These
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programs demonstrate that whites and blacks working together from the neutral
ground of the university can be effective. Good work trumps racism, gatekeep-
ers, and bad press. One foundation stated that it was giving the SUN program
money because it was still standing after taking so many punches and kicks.

The Russell Neighborhood is experiencing a revival. New houses have
started going up there. Most of the houses resemble many of the older 100-year-
old shotgun and camelback homes. With land donated from the city, and utilizing
efficient stick-built design technology, hundreds of single-family houses have
gone up in a neighborhood that for decades had no new construction and very
few permits for remodeling. Moreover, the partnership helped renovate a
boarded-up 1960s style housing project into an attractive, accessible, and afford-
able development of 500 units. It is estimated that over 600 housing units will be
built in Muhammad Ali’s old neighborhood. Many of these homes (three small
bedrooms with one bathroom) were originally priced in the mid-1990s at around
$49,000 to $55,000 with a soft second mortgage to encourage long-term com-
mitment. Now these houses are being put back onto the market and being resold
for $85,000 or more. For these urban pioneers, the houses they bought are real
wealth generators, doubling in value in five years. Small businesses are starting
to take root. A ten-screen movie theatre has been built. A once-abandoned shop-
ping center is now filled with businesses. Banks are building new branches in
Russell. A large, three-story African-American history museum is planned to oc-
cupy a historic trolley barn in the neighborhood. A once-down-and-out soul food
restaurant has become one of the most popular restaurants in downtown
Louisville. Nearby grocery stores are turning into supermarkets with prices com-
parable to suburban stores. Crime has fallen. Many of the pawnshops have closed
down. Drug dealing and prostitution have dramatically decreased. Many of the
crack houses have been closed down. Street gangs are no longer prevalent.

Individuals are restoring their neighborhood, their lives, and their dignity.
And they are doing it themselves. The Russell Partnership is facilitating this re-
vival. It is making tomorrow a source of hope rather than despair. Momentum
is being fueled by citizen participation. For example, a fifty-seven-year-old
grandmother is buying her first home; a homeless person now has a job and is
continuing her education; and an older woman is teaching new generations of
African-American children the meaning of pride and self-esteem. These suc-
cess stories are being woven into the fabric of a new neighborhood. The Russell
Partnership is a model that can teach the rest of the nation how to rebuild
blighted inner-city neighborhoods. It is an excellent example of a university-
community partnership.

Neighborhood residents, in concert with others in the community,
reached out and formed a partnership with those who could help resurrect their
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neighborhood. The individuals working in the coalition believe that they have
the power to make a difference and find, through themselves or their partners,
people who can wield the necessary power to carry out their plans. Their plans
are being developed and carried out by University of Louisville graduate stu-
dents in the Urban and Public Affairs Department, with assistance from the
University of Kentucky School of Architecture and other interested parties in
the neighborhood. Russell demonstrates that if it can happen in what was once
one of America’s most desolate neighborhoods, it can happen anywhere.

While the success has been unprecedented, efforts are now being made
to encourage more new urbanism concepts. East Russell remains 97 percent
black. Black leaders had hoped to attract whites to achieve greater integration.
On the upside, more working- and middle-class residents have moved back
into Russell. In fact, even some rich families have built $400,000 houses. One-
way streets had turned the neighborhood into the Indianapolis Motor Speed-
way during rush hour, but traffic calming techniques are being introduced, and
certain streets will be converted to two-way. Bike lanes are being added, and
hundreds of trees are being planted. These new urbanism concepts (Katz
1994) will raise the value of housing by reducing crime and creating a greater
“wellness.”

Some believe this may have happened without the partnership. But if this is
so, why have the other historic neighborhoods surrounding the downtown seen so
little change? It is about leadership, innovation, partnerships, and passion. East
Russell had one ingredient that the other neighborhoods with “old guard” gate-
keepers did not have: the HANDS and SUN programs. In the discussion that fol-
lows, we refer to the key programs as SUN, the successor of HANDS.

The SUN Program’s Effect on the Local Community

The SUN program encourages national bank involvement in community
and economic development activities to fulfill the goal of ensuring access to
credit. To accomplish this goal, it provides policy guidance on community and
economic development issues to national banks. In addition, it provides train-
ing in community development for examiners, performs research on timely top-
ics related to community and economic development, and establishes
community development projects. The SUN program also serves as an outreach
resource for banks and their community development partners and offers tech-
nical assistance to organizers of community development financial institutions.

As part of its comprehensive approach, the SUN program provides over-
sight, monitoring, and technical assistance to the partners’ network of pro-
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grams, offering advocacy for low-income West Louisville residents and work-
ing closely with elected and appointed officials on budgetary and policy issues
affecting the neighborhood. The revitalization of old urban neighborhoods is
crucial to preserving Louisville’s cultural heritage and helping it remain a beau-
tiful city in which to live and work. Strengthening existing neighborhoods helps
prevent sprawl, safeguards green spaces, and creates healthier environments
while consuming fewer resources.

The SUN program assists housing developers and small business owners
in locally designated revitalization areas, stimulates community revitalization
activities that protect and enhance historic resources, and maintains and im-
proves existing residential and commercial structures. Along with its partners,
it supports initiatives to revitalize these neighborhoods through programs such
as redevelopment assistance, business training for individuals, education and
community crime prevention. It also identifies, studies, evaluates, and advo-
cates the preservation and protection of significant historic sites, structures,
cultural landscapes, and cultural artifacts of Louisville’s inner city, as well as
less tangible human and community traditions.

Possibilities of the SUN Program

The SUN program’s vision goes beyond just the physical improvement of
bricks and mortar. Through outreach-oriented partnerships, the program pro-
motes human and economic development in the impoverished neighborhoods
of West Louisville, with positive impacts rippling throughout the larger com-
munity. Its attempt to save a housing complex in one of Louisville’s historic
African-American neighborhoods from foreclosure and eventual demolition
has been a comprehensive effort toward multifaceted growth achieved through
revitalization as well as rebuilding.

The program’s mission is to explore all strategies that foster the sense of
community while empowering the individual, promoting neighborhood revital-
ization, individual self-sufficiency, and self-reliance through community part-
nerships. Its goal is to operationalize the concept of public-private partnerships
in order to succeed in urban renovation and rehabilitation.

The SUN program has a successful track record of participation with
community partnerships. There have been a few less-than-successful ventures
along the way, but every activity has provided the faculty, staff, students, com-
munity agencies, local governmental and nongovernmental agencies, and
neighborhood economic development groups with a wide variety of important
information that can be directly applied to future endeavors.
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SUN Community Participation

The needs of Louisville’s inner city were determined in three ways. First,
neighborhood organizations, CDCs and residents of the community provided
input and information. Second, a community advisory team, consisting of com-
munity leaders and residents, was consulted. Last, data from the city of Louisville
Consolidated Plan and Analysis of Impediments to Fair Housing, the 1990 U.S.
Census, and the Community Profile for Jefferson County and related documents
were examined.

Through the work and programs previously conducted in the commu-
nity by the University and by SUN partners, an informal network for infor-
mation sharing already existed to ensure that the proposed activities neither
duplicated existing activities nor displaced them. Additionally, SUN partners
were consulted directly during the development of the work plan, which com-
plements and builds upon several activities already undertaken in the inner
city. Working closely with the city of Louisville’s Department of HUD,
CDCs, a variety of neighborhood groups, and residents on a grassroots level,
the SUN program has been an active participant in the inner-city revitaliza-
tion efforts.

The SUN Program: Financing via Partnerships

This project, which started with funding largely by a U.S. Department of
Education grant beginning in January 1992, and again in 1996, is part of a
broader program sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education to encourage
the establishment of partnerships between urban universities and the local com-
munities they serve. As such, the project worked in conjunction with and relied
on in-kind commitments and contributions from a variety of organizations, in-
cluding the University of Louisville and other local colleges, government of-
fices of the city of Louisville and Jefferson County, community development
organizations, churches, and businesses.

The SUN program was also awarded another grant in 1998 through the
U.S. Department of HUD. This grant established the Community Outreach
Partnership Center, which is comprised of relationships between the Univer-
sity, CDCs, and local agencies, with a focus on four functional categories:
housing, economic development, community organizing, and neighborhood
revitalization. These funds are, in turn, partially matched by local churches,
nonprofits, industries and businesses, local foundations, universities, and
community groups.

162 Promise and Betrayal



Adopting the SUN Program to Other Urban Settings

The SUN program is essentially a goal model. Its goal-oriented successes
could provide an example for future project guidance and accomplishments. Its
strength is based on the comprehensive coordinated efforts of community and
public partnerships to work with the neighborhood—not on it. Its vision to assist
with West Louisville’s efforts to build a healthy community, to create affordable
homes, to provide better employment opportunities, and to promote family re-
unification with better education and the hope of achieving a bright future 
remains a goal model of private-public partnerships in urban rehabilitation.

The SUN program’s successes are echoed throughout the urban develop-
ment field and have received excellent reviews from specialists (see Additional
Resources). It is a pioneer project, and its results have been positive, concrete, in-
cremental, and measurable. Its successful programs illustrate the differences that
are made when the university and community join in public and private partner-
ships to revitalize target areas. The SUN program has produced notable results.
These results, significant though they may be for the local neighborhoods, also
are important examples of tools that are available to cities throughout the nation
that struggle with similar problems. The decision-making processes that have de-
veloped are being utilized as critical tools for successful urban rehabilitation.

Impact of the SUN Program on Students

Community service is good for students. Students who engage in service
tend to have higher grade point averages and higher graduation rates, and they
obtain better-paying jobs. It may be the challenge of working with diverse pop-
ulations and having the nerve to go into a social setting that is different from
anything students have ever experienced. Perhaps they learn empathy. Students
who worked on this project achieved substantial amounts of success. The SUN
program had a very positive impact on student leaders in terms of careers. Con-
sider the following:

Michael Brazley, while earning his Ph.D., designed homes that were built
for a nonprofit organization, worked on two separate HUD/HOPE VI project
evaluations, and after graduation was offered teaching jobs at several universi-
ties before taking an assistant professor position at Southern Illinois University.

Mark Wright completed his Ph.D., but left the HANDS and SUN pro-
grams to become a highly profitable developer in the Russell Neighborhood
and surrounding neighborhoods. He is one of a handful of builders working in
predominantly African-American neighborhoods.
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Bill Friedlander received his Ph.D., and built successful nonprofit hous-
ing developments in Louisville. He designed an innovative manufactured house
that successfully matched the historic two-story camelback home. He com-
pleted what he started at SUN, sixty-five assisted living units from an old
school building.

La Glenda Reed, who earned a bachelor’s degree in education, developed
Models and Self-Esteem, Inc., a nonprofit company that teaches inner-city chil-
dren self-esteem.

Gloria Murray, while developing HANDS education programs, went on
to become provost at another university.

Muthusami Kumaran earned his Ph.D., and became an assistant professor
of public policy at the University of Hawaii. Previously he was a planning pro-
ject supervisor for the Kentucky Commission on Human Rights, a consultant to
African American Health, Incorporated, and worked for the Youth Policy Insti-
tute and Telesis Corp.

Karl Besel earned his Ph.D., and is now an assistant professor of public
affairs at Indiana University, Kokomo.

John Martin Rutherford is finishing his Ph.D., and serving as acting 
director of the joint University of Louisville and University of Kentucky Urban
Design Center in Louisville.

Hervel Cherubin is finishing his Ph.D., and works for the Louisville Eco-
nomic Development Office. He hopes to return to Haiti to serve in a high po-
litical office.

Laura Chafin completed her master’s degree in public administration and
works for a private consulting company organizing programs for sustainable 
development.

La Tondra Jones completed her master’s degree in urban planning and is
now a planner working for the Louisville Planning Department.

Recognition

Successful housing developments are done in concert with media campaigns
to change the perception of a poor black neighborhood: from down and out to up
and coming; from a place of hopelessness to a place of hope; from a place from
which to flee to a place from which to come back as a pioneer; from a place with-
out prospects to a place of opportunity; from a place that is scary to a place that is
a home. As the DVD shows, the SUN program used university resources to call for
professional press conferences. Half-time pieces were made for football and bas-
ketball games highlighting HANDS and SUN accomplishments. We also were
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fortunate to get some of our work accepted into several scholarly publications,
along with national press. Articles in the Washington Post, New York Times, local
papers, and Planning Magazine presented a balanced picture of this unique, bold,
innovative, and brash experiment in community rebuilding. The National Advi-
sory Committee also shed more light on our accomplishments. But big media
buildups are a double-edged sword. Once something is built up, it runs the risk of
being torn down as well. A negative piece by a local reporter was attempted after
less than seventeen months of HANDS’s operation and was shown in the long run
to be inaccurate—many of the goals of the HANDS program were met over the
long run that looked impossible in the beginning. Even this negative piece resulted
in a positive result—we improved the documentation efforts of the HANDS pro-
gram and more effectively measured its accomplishments. It also encouraged us to
show that the local paper was incorrect. This book is the record—it shows what is
possible as we move into the twenty-first century.

The “SUN” Sets

We wanted to end this book on a happy note instead of a sad one, but that
would have been dishonest. We wish to celebrate the victories while learning the
lessons of our defeats. University leadership in the president’s office allowed us
to do a lot by making this program a priority. This support eroded over the years.
Original supporters from the president’s office to the department level were re-
placed with people who did not have the same priorities for the SUN program’s
approach to urban revitalization. The new administration had different priorities.

The SUN program helped create a whole new school of builders to revi-
talize the inner city, and it assisted builders in outperforming “old school” de-
velopers. This created a lot of anger, friction, and backstabbing. “Old school”
players for ten years complained bitterly to University and city officials that the
SUN program was unfair competition, arrogant, and an “outsider.” We found
that neighborhood residents were less concerned with the source of assistance
than they were with innovative results.

In 2002 and 2003, the College of Business and Public Administration re-
fused permission for the SUN program and its community partners to apply for
designated funding from HUD to continue work. Letters were presented by
black leaders both within and outside of the University in support of the SUN
program. In 2001, twenty-five letters from various organizations were sent to
the Gheens Foundation thanking SUN for partnering with them in the creation
of twenty-seven computer centers in West Louisville. In 2002, representatives
of nineteen community organizations (including two U of L vice presidents)
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wrote letters and signed petitions to the University administration, stating their
strong support for the SUN program and asking the University to apply for a
new SUN grant. These efforts were fruitless.

Letter Praising the SUN Program

In a December 16, 2002, letter by President Ramsey of the University of
Louisville to Congress, asking for continued funding for HUD’s Community
Outreach Partnership Centers, he declares:

One of the most successful COPC programs has been here at the Uni-
versity of Louisville’s Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods (SUN) pro-
gram. . . . U of L graduate students and faculty partnered up with
government, builders, churches, and non-profits. SUN helped fund
and teach programs which resulted in over 50 participants graduating
from a contractor-training program for minorities. In addition, 27
computer centers were developed . . . Numerous architectural plans
and approvals were done for non-profit community development cor-
porations resulting in hundreds of new or renovated housing units in
West Louisville. Non-profits were assisted with capacity building and
technical assistance like the Neighborhood Development Corporation,
which recently finished an assisted-living facility.

Even though Congress elected to fund these programs, the University of
Louisville’s College of Business and Public Administration denied permission
to apply for these funds. Even with the passionate endorsement of the president
of the University of Louisville, the leadership of the College of Business and
Public Administration refused to continue the program. The University of
Louisville is not only breaking its promise to the hard-working staff, students,
and faculty of the University of Louisville but to the many disadvantaged com-
munities that wanted a hand up, not a hand out. The University promised fac-
ulty that they would be rewarded, not punished, for these partnership efforts, yet
community engagement apparently is looked down upon.

The University of Louisville’s abrupt ending of university-community
partnerships is not atypical but common of how universities operate. Better to
play it safe than take risks by going into an inner-city neighborhood. Most pro-
fessors complain that the rewards just do not exist for applied research, in gen-
eral, and university-community partnerships, in particular. At one time, the
University of Louisville was a leader in university-community partnerships;
now it is a place of broken promises and broken dreams.
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The SUN program now consists of just one faculty member and two grad-
uate students. It has a small budget. Despite these setbacks, the program has be-
come an inspiration to other universities around the world. We have made SUN
presentations in Holland, Cuba, Mexico, Costa Rica, Venezuela, and Canada, as
well as at numerous colleges around the United States. Moreover, the visits to
our Web sites <www.gilderbloom.org> and <www.louisville.edu/org/sun> have
been strong. Visitors coming to Louisville to witness the Russell renaissance—
delegations from the United Nations, the State Department, and housing advo-
cacy—have been numerous and gratifying.

Other universities with whom we have consulted are planning to surpass
the University of Louisville SUN model. If Louisville sets the bar, then other
universities want to raise it even higher, and we encourage them. Friendly com-
petition makes for a better environment. Of particular note is Arizona State
University (ASU), which raised $20 million from private donors to create af-
fordable family housing so that one of the nation’s fast-growing cities can pro-
vide the housing necessary to keep the economy strong. At ASU, the new
director of the Affordable Housing Center will work directly for the president
of the university, have the title “vice president,” and earn a hefty salary. Lead-
ers at ASU believe that the foundation of positive economic growth in Phoenix
is building affordable family housing in “new urbanist” communities.

Universities have traditionally been a place of hope, a conduit to a better
future. We hope and pray that this book will change the minds of administrators
at the many colleges and universities that do not get involved in community
problems. We want to see a revolution, where colleges become partners with
communities via community service. If just one professor can make a differ-
ence in just one inner-city neighborhood, then imagine what 3,650 other places
of higher education could do in America’s impoverished communities. Even
better, imagine what 1 percent of University of Louisville faculty, representing
sixteen faculty members could do in poor neighborhoods regionally if properly
rewarded. Universities hold a great deal of promise for poor communities, but
most have betrayed these communities by staying in the ivory tower.

We have seen the future, and it is a bright partnership between town and
gown. It is the ivory tower reaching out a helping hand across, not down, to its
neighbors. It is people helping people. One house at a time. One block at a
time. One neighborhood at a time. One city at a time. One university at a time.
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BRIDGE HOUSING CORPORATION

January 14, 1993

Dr. John Gilderbloom
HANDS Project Director
Center for Urban and Economic Research
University of Louisville
Louisville, Kentucky 40292

Dear John,

Thank you for the invitation and the hospitality on my trip to Louisville on December 9th

and 10th, 1993. I was most favorably impressed with the HANDS program. It appears to
be precedent setting in many ways, and I hope it can become a model for other commu-
nities and universities to adopt, including many of our own out here in California.

Many political leaders and policy experts think that revitalizing inner city neighbor-
hoods is an almost impossible task. Yet the HANDS program appears to provide an in-
novative model for how this can be done. As you have demonstrated, urban universities
have a wide variety of technical resources, which can be effectually utilized to help
solve many of our urban problems.

I was particularly impressed with the various HANDS program components in community
design, homeownership, case management, and education. The individuals involved appear
to be talented and committed, and the various programs seemed to provide a real contribu-
tion to both the non-profit community development corporation (CDC) in the Russell
Neighborhood, and to the City of Louisville Housing and Urban Development Department.

I was also impressed by your leadership in putting together a partnership between the
university, local government, developers, and a CDC. I know first-hand that such part-
nerships can be fragile coalitions that can easily fall apart, yet you have had the skills
and perseverance to keep things together and moving forward at an impressive pace. I
know of few other efforts that have done so well, and I think you have every reason to be
optimistic as you look toward your second year of operations.

I have listed some specific observations below:

Community Design: The design team was impressive, with strong creden-
tials, which helps to explain its success. Mark Wright was an effective
spokesman, and as a registered architect working on his Ph.D. in Urban Af-
fairs, he seemed to offer many needed skills to the community. As usual, you
were also articulate and charismatic, and you obviously bring extensive expe-
rience in low income housing to the program.



Wright’s presentation was enlightening, particularly the neighborhood and housing
design work which miraculously seemed to reconcile the diverse needs of the African
American community with the City’s historic preservation guidelines and the require-
ments of the local financial institutions. Although you’ve been in operation for only a
year, it appears that about 100 new, attractive, and affordable homes will soon be started
in the Russell neighborhood. It’s hard to envision that this could have been possible were
it not for HANDS, and the bridge it has created between the local non-profit and the pri-
vate sectors. Both the private developer and director of the non-profit spoke to us about
this point.

HANDS itself contributed to the process by obviously pushing the housing development
plans through the usual maze of regulation and approvals. I believe that the community
design team is a model for how educational institutions ought to provide more tangible
services to non-profit housing groups, while offering the students meaningful education
in the “real world.”

Homeownership: I was impressed with the apparent success of your first
attempt at a homeownership fair. These fairs can be difficult to implement,
and attracting 1,500 persons to the fair located in an inner city neighbor-
hood is impressive, indeed. I admire the materials provided by the Home-
ownership team, and I hope to use some of this information in our 
own work.

As I mentioned, these fairs are quite popular in California, and they can be a great tool
for networking. The price structure in your part of the country makes the promotion of
lower-income homeownership all the more worthwhile, because it is perhaps more
feasible in an economy such as yours which is less expensive. For your information I
will send you some materials on similar fairs in California, operated by Brad Inman,
tel. (510) 658-9252. Feel free to call him and mention my name. You might also try
Fannie Mae. They may be more inclined to help you find the event this year, but you
need to contact them early. I would recommend that you contact John Buckley in the
Washington, D.C., office.

It also looked like your homeownership counseling is getting started. This is an impor-
tant component of a well-rounded program, and deserves the resources to be strength-
ened and grow.

Education: The relative importance of this component to the overall program
is critical. The “esteem teams” seem to show considerable potential, and I rec-
ommend that you continue to develop this approach. Reaching out to children
in their pre-teen years is important; they are the future of their respective com-
munities. However, be patient. Education is a long-term commitment. It does
not produce short-term results, except for the recruitment of more clients into
the HANDS program.
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GED training and tutoring are also essential to establishing self-sufficiency, and I was
particularly impressed to learn of your efforts to get participants into the University of
Louisville with scholarships.

I think integrating education into the leadership program and providing monthly edu-
cational outreach is a solid idea. Gloria Murray, the education team leader, was very
impressive. She’s both energetic and articulate.

Case Management: This component also appears to be a success story within
your program. It is the front line. I like the way that case managers are used to
plug client-families into different HANDS components, and to refer them to
other services. I would have liked to have met your case managers to have got-
ten their perspective. It looks like you have set up a system for documenting the
work that is done in this area. I would be interested to see the output from your
database and the kinds of things that you will do with this information.

One issue that does concern me is the issue of continuity. In general, I am concerned
that having students interact for only a few months with a family, before the student
moves on, is sufficient time to build a strong relationship with the family. We have tried
without success to use students in our own company, and I don’t have any concrete so-
lutions to offer. However, I think you should take every possible measure to establish as
much continuity as possible by finding the students who are most committed to the area,
and who are, of course, reliable, enthusiastic, and capable.

Leadership Component: I fully support your program of identifying poten-
tial leaders in the community, and then training them to be effective. However,
I did not fully understand what the team leaders were doing from a program-
matic standpoint. I concur with the decision to let the class choose the issues
that it wants to address, but perhaps you should establish some boundaries and
focus on a few predetermined topics.

Since this is a model program, the content of the leadership curriculum should be avail-
able for review and distribution. When it becomes available, I would be interested in see-
ing it. In the meantime, this is a weakness that needs to be addressed.

I was very impressed with Sam Watkins of the Louisville CDC, but less impressed by
the representative of the Louisville Community Design Center. Perhaps in your second
year, you might insert yourself and Gloria Murray into the curriculum. Murray can pro-
vide emphasis on education in the leadership class, while you might discuss your own
extensive experience in community organizing.

I also liked your focus on entrepreneurship, and it looked as if you were having some
limited successes in this area. From my perspective, this component could be stronger
with a more detailed approach. You might consider bringing in more outside speakers
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who are power brokers in both the majority and minority communities. One of the things
that are often overlooked is how difficult it is to network when one is out of the infor-
mation loop. Bringing in speakers could help your participants connect the names and
faces of people who they may need to know to get things done.

Job Training: I know first-hand (unfortunately) that job training in a high-un-
employment neighborhood where 60 percent of the households lack high
school diplomas is very difficult. While job training is important, I think that
you ought not fund programs, which are duplicative of those who are already
in existence in the community. For example, the enrollment levels in the
Urban League programs appeared to be low, and the job placement results
also appeared to be low, and not particularly training-related. You might con-
sider a needs assessment of what types of job training are needed but not of-
fered. Find out which job training courses have been the most successful and
which are advantageous to your clients in terms of location, transportation,
meeting times, and childcare. Computer training, while important and useful,
is quite commonplace. Perhaps you might focus on a different area, but have
computer literacy as a sub-component of the larger program.

One such area to consider as a focal point is construction training. Given the hundreds
of new houses planned for construction in the Russell neighborhood, job training in the
construction trades may offer real employment opportunities and draw a great deal of
participation. I was impressed to learn that Project Success, in collaboration with
HANDS, was able to train seven women in construction jobs and get them placed with
homebuilders.

Finally, thank you again for inviting me to visit and comment on the HANDS program.
I found the experience stimulating, educational, and fun. The individuals we met with
were excited and committed. I think that you and your obviously dedicated staff have the
opportunity to form a national model that could showcase the effectiveness of univer-
sity-community partnerships.

I think your plans for next year look very exciting, and as I mentioned at lunch, I hope
to convince the housing delegation from Nelson Mandela’s ANC party to visit HANDS
when they come to the United States this coming spring.

Good luck with your fine work. I looked forward to our staying close in touch.

Sincerely,

I. Donald Terner
President
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HARVARD UNIVERSITY
John F. Kennedy School of Government

Cambridge, MA 02138

February 17, 1994

Dr. John Gilderbloom
HANDS Project Director
Center for Urban and Economic Research
University of Louisville
Louisville, Kentucky 40202

Dear John,

Thanks so much for giving me the opportunity to come to Louisville to observe
what you are doing [with the] HANDS program. It was a fascinating and rewarding expe-
rience, and I enjoyed it thoroughly. You should be congratulated for taking on such an am-
bitious project aimed at one of America’s most severe and important domestic problems.

As it happens, I spent the next weekend in San Antonio observing the efforts of a
20-year-old grassroots organization in the Hispanic areas of the city, which has come to
enjoy considerable influence in the city and surprising respect from the business com-
munity and City Hall. The work of that organization provided me with some interesting
contrasts, which will color some of my observations below.

I very much support your comprehensive approach to community development. I
have no doubt that there are many serious problems in blighted communities, that they
are highly interdependent, and efforts to address one or two problems in isolation are
virtually bound to fail.

I also strongly approve of the attempt to enlist the University of Louisville, an
urban university, in the effort to mount a comprehensive attack on a distressed commu-
nity. There is no other institution other than a university [that] offers the variety of exper-
tise and skills so necessary to a comprehensive, multifaceted program of revitalization.
Properly managed, such a program can offer great benefits to both parties. The commu-
nity will receive all sorts of assistance at remarkably low cost. The university will be able
not only to discharge its obligation as a socially responsible urban institution; it will be in
a position to offer its students from various faculties invaluable practical experience that
can be integrated into their academic programs to enrich their education.

Fortunately, your task in Louisville is easier. The Chamber of Commerce has al-
ready organized the local employers and identified the necessary job skills. The vocational
education crowd has been taken care of so that the schools can provide state-of-the-art
training geared to actual employer needs. I would certainly suggest that you firm up your
ties with the Chamber and take advantage of all that has already been accomplished to
allow better training to take place. In addition, I suspect that there is still an important role
for HAND in creating mechanisms and programs to screen applicants, gain commitments
from employers, and offer the initial preparation and continuing support to participants
that will enable Russell residents to complete the training successfully.



These are very minor suggestions, at best, for what is obviously a well-conceived,
ambitious effort that is already having an important impact on a community desperately
in need of help. If you can preserve and make a real difference in Russell, you will have
created an example, a model [that] has significance extending far beyond Louisville. Let
me wish you every good fortune in that immensely important endeavor.

Sincerely,

Derek Bok, Former President
Harvard University
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MARK DOWIE
Star Route. Point Reyes Station, California 94956

Telephone: 415 669-7117
Fax: 415 669-1255

January 16, 1995

John Gilderbloom
HANDS Project
University of Louisville
Louisville, KY

Dear John,

You have designed in HANDS an imaginative and innovative model for neighborhood
revitalization. With a creative melding of public and private interests supporting proven
and experimental strategies, you have formed the best application I have seen of true so-
cial investment. As a journalist long interested in the history and praxis of “social in-
vestigating” in the United States, and one who laments the contemporary misuse of the
idea and the term, I find HANDS to be a shining example of what social investment
should be, one that I intend to cite in future coverage of the subject. I can only hope that
other universities and communities observe and mimic what you are doing, and that the
White House, Congress, and appropriate agencies see fit to continue their support.

Of course I realize that the best designed programs amount to nothing without the imagi-
nation, creativity, and commitment of sound leaders. Inner city social programs particu-
larly require an ability to work closely with people of every class and race, many of whom
are competing over turf and resources, and to form coalitions of people and sectors of the
community that tend to be distrustful of one another. Throughout my entire visit to
Louisville, I was greatly impressed with your leadership, management style, communica-
tion skills, and compassion. Without those qualities, HANDS would surely founder.

Let me tell you first what impressed me most about the program. As I said, your persistent
and patient diplomacy have brought and kept together people of enormous diversity, people
who might otherwise be downright antagonistic to one another. This is the essence of good
organizing. Without the kind of strong alliances and partnerships you have fostered, urban
revitalization initiatives, no matter how imaginative or well funded, simply cannot succeed.
I do believe that you are fortunate to have landed in Louisville, for there are, as you know,
cities throughout the country that would present far greater, perhaps insurmountable, chal-
lenges to an initiative like HANDS. Nevertheless, if an urban renewal strategy can be made
to work in Russell and La Salle, hope and inspiration will remain for similar neighborhoods
across the country. I therefore wish you every success.



As you requested, I will now outline what I feel to be the assets and liabilities, strengths
and weaknesses of the project. First the strengths:

• Your best asset, it seems to me, is the mutual commitment of city and uni-
versity leaders to the possibility and feasibility of inner-city neighborhood
revitalization. With so many academics and urban leaders throughout the
country prepared to abandon the inner city and its residents, it is hearten-
ing to seen an urban university and its host city so committed to their mu-
tual community. If the next president of the University of Louisville is as
committed as Donald Swain to your project, you will be very fortunate.
And if his commitment and sensitivity is emulated by metropolitan uni-
versity presidents in Chicago, Cincinnati, Pittsburgh, and Los Angeles,
those cities will be well served by him as well.

• Your clarity about the vital interrelationship between home ownership, ed-
ucation, responsible citizenship and economic development is inspiring.
The positive feedback loop that HANDS creates by working on all four at
once is, I am convinced, the reason for your success.

• The involvement of the religious community, so vital to and valued by
African Americans, is another essential ingredient of your success.

• You have recruited and involved some impressive talent—particularly
Mark Wright, Dolores Delahanty, Reg Bruce, Betsy Jacobs, Bill Friedlan-
der, and Frank Clay. And you have formed vital community alliances at
City Hall, the banking community, and at state and federal governments.
With such bright and articulate associates, HANDS should flourish.

• The employment of university students in such socially worthy and re-
warding pursuits will inure to the benefit of Louisville and the communi-
ties to which they eventually graduate.

• While ambitious in my view, your attempt to attract middle-class peo-
ple back into Russell is a vital goal of the project. So many urban re-
newal projects have segregated the poor from the inspiration and hope
they could derive from exposure to people who have made a go of it. It
will in the end be from your more successful residents that leadership
emerges.

• Patience with bureaucracy, regulation, and red tape is something I always
admire (and lack). You have it.

• Your national advisory team is impressive. I am honored to serve with
such people.

And now some criticisms, offered with great respect and affection for the HANDS idea
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and the HANDS reality. Generally my thoughts fall under one category: ambition. I had
the feeling throughout my entire visit to Louisville that you are attempting to accom-
plish too much within the context and budget of a single initiative and organization.

The problem begins, I believe, with the wording of your mission. The sentence, replete
with vague social buzzwords, could be used to produce a mission for almost any com-
munity program designed to assist a disadvantaged neighborhood. As currently written,
it lacks a target and a philosophical premise. Since it is clearly your conviction that
home ownership is the essential ingredient of neighborhood revitalization, shouldn’t
home ownership be your mission? Give yourself a specific number of owned homes to
shoot for in [a] reasonable time period, and build your strategy around that target. This
doesn’t mean forsaking anything else HANDS is doing, it simply means giving case
management, leadership training, esteem counseling, [and] job and home ownership
training a clearer purpose: that being to foster the growth of home ownership in Russell
and LaSalle. You and your staff say that is your purpose over and over in verbal conver-
sion, speeches, and letters. Why not say so in your mission?

I would deemphasize economic development—in program, not aspiration. Housing is
economic development, and its very construction will create additional enterprise in the
form of new services and retail outlets that move in to serve a neighborhood where eco-
nomic opportunity is perceived. If you end up with a lot of trained leaders, skilled work-
ers, kids with self-esteem, potential home owners, and a dozen new homes on Pioneer
Park, will you have succeeded?

Everything you do, it seems to me, should be aimed directly at the mission and central
goal of increased single-family home ownership in Russell. The rest—leadership, job
skills, employment, and personal esteem—will follow much more readily than if you at-
tempt to achieve them in isolation, or absent the energy and promise exuded by a visi-
ble, ongoing housing boom. “More Homes” should be your mantra and “Building
Homes” your motto. Empowerment is important, but you can’t live in it. Since new sin-
gle-family homes are the essence of your community design, [this] should be the
essence of your mission.

This is not [to] suggest that you should stop doing anything HANDS is doing, although
I must say I have a little difficulty seeing the direct link between esteem teamwork and
home ownership and believe that training leadership may be a little premature. Build
homes first, and it will be much easier to build leadership in Russell.

A few other tips and observations from my notes:

• Work on your pitch to middle-class people who you are trying to lure back to
Russell and La Salle. Crime reduction is compelling, but broader social con-
sequences are really only of interest to city planners and political leaders.
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• Communicate your low loan-loss ratio. It’s the best way to attract private
capital into social investment.

• Explore shared appreciating lending.

• Seek tax breaks [for] all levels of government for commercial and indus-
trial ventures.

• Case management is weakened by the foreshortening of relationships. I
know this is difficult to remedy in an academic setting, where commit-
ments are defined by terms and semesters. But it is clearly a problem, as
is the fact that at present all your case managers and very few of your
clients are white.

• Lobby for an ordinance to allow manufactured housing in Louisville.
It’s true that much of it is still substandard, but the industry is improv-
ing and economy of sale could produce real cost savings in the near 
future.

• HANDS should develop an innovative lending program with Fannie Mae,
and Frank Clay should be at the table throughout the planning and nego-
tiation processes.

• Take care not to create expectations and commitments you can’t uphold
if a substantial portion of your funding is lost.

• Your job skills program should teach basic skills—getting to work on
time, following basic instructions, and getting along with fellow workers.
Training should also include proficiency in English and avoidance of
street slang in job interviews.

• Name recognition could be improved in the community with additional
outreach and a bolder logo.

• There is, it seems to me, an inherent conflict between social work (case
management) and the empowerment model of community development.
Case management, with its psychological provider/patient relationship,
can and often does create dependency rather than empowerment. I know
there have been books written on this dilemma. I’m sure you’ve read your
share. Just wanted you to know that even a lowly journalist noticed the
contradiction.

• You might want to reconsider or reevaluate your leadership training com-
ponent. As it exists, it doesn’t seem to relate directly to your goal of home
ownership. I know there is a crisis of leadership in America’s inner cities,
but I do wonder which will come first, leadership or physical neighbor-
hood rehabilitation. Perhaps they come together, in which case they
should be more closely interrelated.

180 Appendix A



• Carefully study the assertion made by Reed Bollinger, that “for profit de-
velopment creates less cost to [the] ultimate buyer than non-profit devel-
opment.” It’s difficult to believe, but if it is true and can be clearly
documented it could encourage more public/private partnerships in
Louisville and elsewhere. And private developers are more likely to en-
courage commercial interests to construct their infrastructure in neigh-
borhoods where they have built than are non-profits.

Thank you again, John, for inviting me to join your national advisory board. It is both an
honor and pleasure to assist such inspiring and worthy work. I hope my advice and feed-
back are useful. Call on me at any time.

In the meantime stay close to your mission no matter what you get hit with. It’s very
worth and very important [to] the entire country.

Highest regards,

Mark Dowie
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
THE SECRETARY

Washington, D.C. 20410-0050

February 23, 1995

Dr. John I. Gilderbloom
Chair, Center for Sustainable Communities
University of Louisville
Louisville, KY 40292

Dear Dr. Gilderbloom:

Your presentation during the University Roundtable on February 9, 1995, was most sig-
nificant, and necessary to the discussion we hope to generate around the subject of the
university and its commitment to the greater community.

Because of the work the Center for Sustainable Communities is doing, the University of
Louisville continues to emerge as an unparalleled example of the good things that hap-
pen when a university becomes vested in its community. We were all impressed by your
successes and by the possibilities you offered in your presentation.

I look forward to continuing this dialogue. Thank you for having made time on your
schedule for this important meeting of ideas.

Best personal regards.

Sincerely,

Henry G. Cisneros



UNITED STATES SENATE
COMMENDING THE CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE

URBAN NEIGHBORHOODS

Mr. FORD: Mr. President, all
across America, people from every walk
of life carry a vision in their heads and in
their hearts of the perfect community—of
the kind of place where they can raise
their children and their children can in
turn raise their children.

There’s no doubt that everyone’s
picture would look different, based on our
own experience. But I feel certain they
would have many elements in common.
We want safe neighborhoods. We want to
be economically secure. And we want to
keep our families healthy. These are the
building blocks of a liveable community,
and the City of Louisville has played an
important role in helping to put them into
place, serving as a model for inner-city
revitalization.

The city has rehabilitated and built
hundreds of housing units, they’ve created
new jobs and businesses, and more fami-
lies are building stable, productive lives.
East Russell, an inner-city Louisville
neighborhood, has seized the nation’s at-
tention by creating a renaissance in that
part of the city, bringing it new life and vi-
tality. Rightfully so, this revitalization
project has received attention by mayors
and elected officials all over the United
States.

The University of Louisville’s Sus-
tainable Urban Neighborhoods (SUN) is
devoted to making inner-city neighbor-
hoods healthy and safe places to live. The
project is located at the Center for Urban
and Economic Research at the University
of Louisville. One of the biggest accom-
plishments of this project has been build-
ing affordable houses for residents with a
strong cooperative effort by the entire
staff, including the University of Lou-
isville, City Bank, and Telesis, along with
many community organizations.

Mr. President, the SUN staff—
including its director, Dr. John Gil-
derbloom, and students from the Univer-
sity of Louisville—and SUN community
partners have already done so much to
strengthen our inner-city communities and
boost the hopes and spirits of the people
living there.

I would ask that my colleagues join
me today in commending their work to
make our cities “dream places” to live and
for their continued commitment to the
greater community. And as they host their
conference the week of October 15th
through the 17th, we wish them the best of
luck in their continued efforts. 
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June 16, 1997

John I. Gilderbloom, Ph.D.
Director, Urban Studies Institute
Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods
University of Louisville
Louisville, KY 40292

Dear Dr. Gilderbloom:

We are pleased to report that the 1995 University of Louisville Sustainable Urban Neigh-
borhoods (SUN) grant of $55,155 has provided us with the capacity to improve and ex-
pand our service delivery to residents of the City of Louisville’s Empowerment Zone.

Our housing and neighborhood development program, with assistance from SUN,
through the work of Mark Wright, Architect, and the University of Kentucky School of
Architecture Downtown Design Center, completed nine affordable houses and sold four
completed plans for the construction of four model homes. The cost of these houses
ranged from $35,000 to $120,000. The program also completed preliminary plans for
the renovation of a child-care center and started the plans for a development of the first
“town square” facility in the empowerment zone for a multi-purpose commercial, cul-
tural, and family services center of over 45,000 square feet.

The crime prevention efforts have provided mixed results thus far. We have been instru-
mental in helping to mobilize neighborhood and corporate leaders around the commu-
nity. The initial planning and organization work should be complete by the middle of
1997. This planning process will include the expansion of the crime watch program
committed to last year.

Using the 1995 evaluation by the University, and with support of other organizations, we
have been able to increase the number of micro enterprise business loans, both start-up
and expansion and technical assistance. In addition, with able assistance from Dr. Tom
Lyons, Co-Principal Investigator of SUN, our Business Plus program has made
$330,000 worth of loans to 18 individuals. We also have provided entrepreneurship
training and assistance to scores of individuals.

We have reached out and encouraged resident participation by providing social services
and referral services to over 1,300 persons living in the empowerment zone. These ser-
vices have included small business training, crisis intervention, emergency assistance,
homeownership, educational assistance (GED, tutoring, and career development), trans-
portation to work and interviews for work, and time limited child care to support work-
ing families and parents and training.

Sincerely,

Sam Watkins, Jr.
Executive Director
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PERSPECTIVES ON HANDS

By Roger E. Hamlin, National Advisory Team Member

HANDS is a fascinating and imaginative project. It is one of the most comprehensive ef-
forts I have seen to attack the problems of an urban neighborhood. One bit of knowledge
gleaned from 30 years of experience with central city redevelopment is that compre-
hensive interventions focused on clients and citizens are necessary to significantly ef-
fect the complex and interrelated problems faced by disadvantaged people. Attempts to
improve just housing, or infrastructure, or schools, or just provide social services or just
provide tax incentives do not have the power to turn a neighborhood around. The man-
ner in which the HANDS project pivots on a case management system that refers clients
to such diverse social, economic, and physical services as esteem training, a micro loan
program, and housing is truly unusual. The visible effects of HANDS on the Russell
Neighborhood are impressive.

The following random thoughts are not meant to be criticisms of HANDS but rather a
“for what it’s worth” outsider’s view of the project, offered with the hope that insights
may benefit HANDS and related projects in the future.

A typical question of a project like HANDS is whether it tries to do too much. Could lim-
ited time and resources be better focused? This is a valid question, since neither the $1.5
million funding nor the three-year term are large relative to the problems being ad-
dressed. Whether the project is spread too thinly depends on how the project was con-
ceived and is perceived. Whether stated or unstated, the project has at least three goals.
One is to build institutions and systems in Louisville that will produce results for many
years. A second goal is to test intervention models and strategies. A third goal is to have
a direct and immediate effect on the quality of life of the residents of the Russell Neigh-
borhood. These goals may sometimes be in conflict. An understanding of the value of the
project might be promoted by viewing HANDS from each of these three perspectives.

As institution builder and partnership creator. An institution building project’s pri-
mary goal is to strengthen organizations and organizational linkages so that a set of de-
sirable activities continues long after the original funding ceases. An institution building
strategy calls for maximum utilization of existing service deliverers and focuses on pro-
moting coordination between existing community NGOs and governmental agencies.
An institution building strategy bestows credit for accomplishments upon those perma-
nent community institutions rather than the project.

Institution building has been a great success of HANDS. It is clear that the project di-
rector has great skill in motivating talented and committed people in all relevant orga-
nizations and giving them credit for projects’ successes. The project director has also
attempted to maximize involvement of community organizations and other service de-
liverers rather than keep tasks internal to the project staff. Partly because of the imagi-
native comprehensive design of the program and partly because of the personalities and
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skills of key actors, positive effects of HANDS have exceeded what was originally
intended or imagined. As a result of some project activities and actors city, state, and
federal agencies are working together better. The benefits of institution building have
gone beyond the Russell Neighborhood.

Building the partnership between the university and the community is also a major ac-
complishment of the leadership of HANDS. The success of this partnership can be held
out as an example for other universities. Yet, because of the vicissitudes of university
politics and the difficulties associated with faculty evaluation systems, establishing a
university-community partnership cannot be accomplished in three years. It takes a se-
ries of successful projects over more than a decade to change the university’s culture.

As experiment. One view of a brief federally funded project of this kind is that it is a
test of an innovative intervention system. To call it an experiment often elicits negative
connotations of a populous being used as guinea pigs. The evaluate perspective does not
mean that a control group exercise must be conducted, or that assistance to neighbor-
hood residents is less sensitive or humane. Rather, it recognizes that three years is too
short to dramatically effect a complex situation. Yet, by implementing a comprehensive
intervention system, and by documenting results, we can learn a great deal.

To some degree this experimental perspective should be a part of all federally funded
projects. The nation needs to stop reinventing the wheel and repeating past mistakes. We
need to learn which intervention strategies work and in which situations. In this way, fu-
ture projects in Louisville and elsewhere can begin with a better understanding of what
must be done.

In the case of HANDS, the original proposal did not put heavy emphasis, but enough
client data has been collected through the case management system that a great deal can
be learned through a final evaluation. A longitudinal study of HANDS clients, city
blocks, and community organizations could provide valuable knowledge about the long-
term effects of this innovation effort. Viewed as an experiment, the HANDS project is
not spread too thinly. The comprehensive nature of the project is important for the test.

As immediate impact. A reality of any project of this kind is that it must show tangible
results during the project period. This is true for external political reasons. Visible ac-
complishments also insure internal project momentum, establish client trust, and build
local credibility. Hypothetically, if the HANDS project’s only goal were to have the
greatest possible positive impact on the neighborhood in three years with $1.5 million,
then the project’s strategy would be to focus on activities that produce maximum short-
term benefits. Using this hypothetical yardstick, the HANDS project would be spread
too thinly.

A beauty of the HANDS project’s design and current management is the client-focused
scenario of events, which intertwines social, physical, and economic development. Ac-
cording to the design, the case management system comprehensively addresses the
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social needs of a family, moves family members toward stable employment, and
ultimately toward home ownership. While [this] scenario is beautifully incorporated into
the project design and well managed by the project’s leadership, it is very complicated
and difficult to accomplish in a short time. For a troubled family in a troubled neigh-
borhood, such a scenario might take a decade to carry from the beginning point to the
end.

If viewed simply as a three-year, direct-intervention project, HANDS would look bifur-
cated. The education and social services side of the project functions well, as does the
housing and community design team. However, since three years is not enough time to
carry many clients from the beginning of the service scenario to the end, maintaining
client, staff, or psychological connection between the two parts of the project is difficult.

Success is driving the two aspects of the project in different directions as well. Even
though few houses have yet been built, the home ownership program shows signs of
great success. A system is unfolding which combines free land, quality low cost design,
and construction, lot preparation, neighborhood design, and HUD subsidies to provide
quality homes at a marketable price. An exciting outgrowth of the project is that people
who left the neighborhood but are still connected with local churches may now be will-
ing to come back and buy a house. While this is an exciting development, it may mean
that existing residents, suffering severe social problems, are less likely to be home own-
ers in the short run.

Where to go from here. What should the strategy be for the final year of the project?
The answer to this depends on how much and what kind of follow-up funding will be
forthcoming. The following comments are based [on] the assumption that CUER will
receive some future project funding for its work in the Russell Neighborhood, but future
funding may come from a different funding source and have different goals. In other
words, the HANDS project in its current form will end in 1996. The following com-
ments also assume that the project is a mixture of experimental design and institution
building and must show significant impact on the neighborhood during the term of the
project. Based on these assumptions and my limited contact with the project, I suggest
the following:

1. During its final year, HANDS should focus on promoting house con-
struction and rehabilitation. HANDS is clearly not a weak project but is
most vulnerable to outside criticism because only ten homes have been
built. A strong system for building houses is now in place, and up to 30
more houses can be built and sold in the next year. To accomplish this,
HANDS should focus on opening bottlenecks associated with preparing
lots of construction, building spec homes on those lots, and using
HANDS, LCDC and L&T resources to market those houses.

The Russell neighborhood appears to be on the verge of economic takeoff, a point
where middle-class families will feel comfortable returning to live in newly built houses.
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One evidence of this is that crime rates in Russell have not followed the upward spiral of
surrounding neighborhoods. HANDS can have its greatest impact in the project’s final
year by promoting construction of 30 homes and assuring that takeoff is achieved.

2. Conversely, HANDS should begin to reduce the education and social
services aspect of the project. While these services have been worth-
while, little time remains for the project to achieve its objective of bring-
ing families with social, educational, and psychological need to the point
of home ownership. The case management system should continue, but
greater emphasis should be placed on referring clients to other social ser-
vice agencies. If HANDS funds are in short supply, less should go to
client support in social and educational services such as esteem training
and leadership training and more allocated to community design and de-
velopment. The link between these two parts of the project may naturally
weaken as the project nears the end.

3. As the project winds down, less funding and time should be devoted to
central office support and more devoted to direct and neighborhood ser-
vices, particularly those related to house construction and home ownership.

4. One central office function which needs to continue or be strength-
ened is project evaluation. At the least, good data should continue to be
collected by case management on all client contacts. Some ongoing effort
should be made to document institution building by the project and cap-
ture before-and-after information on all project funded activities.

5. To accomplish these things, the project director should be given a free
hand to reorganize the divisions of the project. Clearly the project lead-
ership has done an excellent job of pulling together a complicated set of
interrelated activities, finding key individuals to head up these activities,
and motivating them to contribute significantly to project success. Yet the
project is complicated, and time and resources are short. There is little
room for slow, bureaucratic responses to changing project conditions.

Conclusion. HANDS is a fascinating project which needs about five more years of
funding to fully develop its structure, it institutional partnerships, and its momentum to
positively effect the lives of Russell Neighborhood residents. The project is well man-
aged and functions well in the face of rapidly changing situations and challenging pro-
ject goals. HANDS is well positioned to contribute significantly to the rejuvenation of
an inner-city neighborhood, a rare national success story.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

April 26, 1994

Dr. John I. Gilderbloom 
HANDS Project Director
College of Business and Public Administration 
University of Louisville
Louisville, Kentucky 40292

Dear John:
Thank you for your letter of March 17 and the copy of HANDS On!
I hope your participation in the National Housing and Community Development

Conference was successful.
I applaud the work of the Housing and Neighborhood Development Strategies

(HANDS) project. It is just this kind of comprehensive, community-based partnership
effort that my Administration is trying to stimulate in distressed communities across the
country. I am convinced that the most effective ideas for local economic renewal will
come from the communities themselves.

Partnerships like the HANDS project that bring all community sectors together—
state and local government, business, universities, non-profits, community-based insti-
tutions, and residents themselves—around a comprehensive vision for change are
critical to helping distressed communities join the economic mainstream. Again, I ap-
plaud the HANDS project for its successes thus far and wish you continued success in
the future.

Sincerely,
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Village West Press Conference
Tuesday, June 18, 1996, 11:00 A.M.
Village West

Mayor Abramson’s Speech

Finally, after ten and a half long years of challenge and for many frustration; fi-
nally after going through one failed attempt to find a developer after another; finally
after watching Village West continue to decline, even as our city plans to revitalize the
Russell Neighborhood around it, [it] has met with such tremendous success. Finally we
are here today to announce that we do have a deal, and that Village West will be revital-
ized and restored.

Today, I take great pride in announcing that construction will begin soon on the
complete restoration of Village West thanks to the dedication and hard work of so many
people. The banking industry in this community, the non-profit sector in this commu-
nity, the private sector in this community, the education community, and people at the
federal, state, and local levels of our government. What you see around you [and] around
me, behind me to my right and left will be completely transformed some time in my last
year in office. We will be back here showing off a complex that will be a model of pri-
vately owned affordable housing rather than an eyesore.

Our “angel” and I underline angel in this deal in Marilyn Melkonian, who is Pres-
ident of Telesis Corporation of Washington, D.C., a company which specializes in re-
building neighborhoods and building affordable housing.

I first met Marilyn in December 1994 (I hope you remember that) at the airport
when she was getting off a plane to attend a meeting with my good friend, Dr. John
Gilderbloom, [of the] U of L HANDS program, [who]  had invited her in. In fact, John
Gilderbloom then continued to call and to focus my attention on how Marilyn had done
such outstanding work in other communities that we really needed to try to attract her
back into this community to invest in Village West. In early 1995, we contacted her to
see if she was interested. And putting together the financing and working out the details
was no easy task.

Did I say it was no easy task to put together? The financing and all the details?
Fourteen months we have been working on this project. Fourteen months to put this deal
together as compared to the ten and a half years to put other deals together. But it’s be-
cause it’s such a big deal. Not only in terms of what it will mean to this community and
to the revitalization of the Russell Neighborhood but also in terms of the money in-
volved.

The total cost of the redevelopment is $33.7 million, and working out the financing
and the details of such a large financial undertaking was complex and arduous to say the
least. It took incredible cooperation, especially among the banks in the community, ex-
haustive patience, and very hard work on the part of so many folks. The federal Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Development played a key role [in] being willing to buy down
the old $6 million mortgage and then to advance $10 million under the HUD 241 program.
Morgan Stanley, Urban Horizons, is the equity limited partner, putting up $21 million in
equity tax credits, and the City of Louisville is contributing loans of $1.8 million from our
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federal home loan program. But the most difficult and complicated piece of this package
was the construction financing, which put $9.8 million of construction bridge loan money
together from the banks in our community.

We specifically want to thank Bank One for taking the lead as the lead bank in
putting together a consortium of Louisville lenders, for providing the structure and struc-
turing expertise, and for putting up, also, the largest amount of loan money, $2.25 million.

We thank the Kentucky Housing Corporation for the construction loan of $2.2
million. The city, in addition to the million-eight we’ve put in the deal, we’re giving an-
other million of our community development block grant funds for the construction.

And finally, we want to thank the consortium of banks who really stepped up on
this project, stepped up to the plate with loan funding to make the important renovation
happen. PNC Bank and National City Bank each putting up $1.5 million, Great Finan-
cial, $600,000, Fifth/Third, $550,000, Citizen Union Bank, $300,000, Citizen Bank of
Kentucky, $250,000, Republic Bank and Trust, $150,000, Stock Yards Bank, $100,000,
and Jefferson Bank, $100,000. Now, as part of the renovation plans, Village West will be
downsized from presently 663 units that exist today, to 503 units in the future. Since Vil-
lage West is now about 50 percent vacant, we won’t be losing any of our low income
housing units that we have today that have people within them. The good news is that the
new units will provide what is now in very short supply affordable housing for larger
families. The new complex will have thirty-one four-bedroom apartment units to accom-
modate larger families along with the one, two, and three bedroom units, and I’ll let Mar-
ilyn tell you more about the details, but I can tell you I’m very excited about the plans.

I’m very grateful to the University of Louisville. The University of Louisville has
been actively involved through the leadership of John Gilderbloom. As part of a $1 mil-
lion grant, the University’s Sustainable Urban Neighborhoods program will continue to
provide assistance. John $1 million will continue to provide assistance to Village West
with crime prevention, community planning, and other needs. And we want to thank
(President) John Shumaker and we also want to thank Patrick Flanagan. I saw Dr. Flana-
gan here representing the President along with John Gilderbloom.

I want to make special mention of Bob Astorino and Bob Horton with the Hous-
ing Partnership because of their help in facilitating this project. It would not have been
done had it not been for Bob Horton, who is the banker with Great Financial, but more
importantly is the chairman of the finance group within the housing partnerships that
kept the banks around the table and kept working with them to develop the package that
would ultimately give us the $9.8 million of construction loan funds and with Bob As-
torino and his staff we owe the Housing Partnership a great deal of gratitude. Thank you.

I also want to thank Jim Allen with the City Housing Department who, also with
his staff, has been working in a great, aggressive way to ensure that our $3 million, give
or take, will be invested appropriately and properly. And let me thank the residents and
tenants of Village West for their patience. Deborah Todd, who is here and you’ll hear from
her, is the president of the Tenants’Association, and I just want to say, Deborah, it’s been
a long, hard road but you’ve kept the faith and finally we’ve reached our destination.

As you can see, an awful lot of people have contributed to the success of this
project, and I want to close by paying tribute to the spirit that exists in Louisville to work
together to make this community a better place to live. It’s a fact that so many people are
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willing to not only contribute their time and their talent, but to stick with it. To stick with
it through the entire fourteen months of getting us to this point through whatever it takes
and however long it takes that allowed us to successfully tackle this very difficult prob-
lem. From bringing back the downtown, we’ve had commitments all over this commu-
nity from the business folks that have joined with us right here in the project. And as I
said, it’s been a long, hard road, and when you travel it with people who are willing to go
the extra mile for their city, it’s definitely a journey worth making. This project, with all
its delays and with all its frustrations, is certainly proof that together we can make a dif-
ference in a positive way for the future of our hometown.
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June 27, 1996

Dr. John I. Gilderbloom
University of Louisville
SUN Project
426 W. Bloom Street
Louisville, KY 40292

Dear John:

Thanks for all your assistance with the Village West project. I want to thank you
for your dedication and the hundreds of hours you put into this project. The beginning
of the reconstruction effort is a testament to the commitment of the residents, the city,
the university, federal and state governments, and the business community to the success
of Village West and the Russell Nighborhood.

Completion of the renovated homes will offer affordable housing, with the goal of
homeownership, to over 500 households. The investment of more than $33 million for
the renovation and saving of Village West is an investment in families and futures. The
redevelopment was supported by the Sustainable Urban Neighborhood team, the Uni-
versity of Louisville, Mayor Abramson of the city of Louisville, and the residents of Vil-
lage West, in partnership with local and national lending and investment institutions. It
is the serious commitment of all these organizations and individuals which brought
about this accomplishment.

The University of Louisville was instrumental in bringing Telesis to Louisville.
From the perspective of my involvement on the HANDS National Advisory Board and
recent events, the partnership of university and community at work in the city of
Louisville has been impressive. I look forward to continuing work on this neighborhood
redevelopment and thank you for your hard work, commitment, and sincerity.

Sincerely,

Marilyn Melkonian
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Marilyn Melkonian, President of Telesis

Thank you very much. Casey Stengel once said that ability is the art of getting the
credit for all the home runs other people hit, and there certainly are a lot of home run hit-
ters in Louisville who made Village West possible. I cannot repeat some of the thanks
the mayor has already touched on for this very, very special community.

I don’t think there is another city in America that would possibly have been able
to organize the partnership, the public/private partnership that came together in order to
carry out this very unique urban renovation.

The communities that came together, beginning with the mayor himself and this
government, this local government, the federal government, the state government, the
Kentucky Housing Corporation, without their faith in this process and particularly then
director Bob Adams and now director LuAllen would never have committed the major
investment potential to this project, the banking community, in organizing so many fi-
nancial institutions into a coordinated whole to invest million of dollars into this com-
munity’s neighborhood. I want to recognize not only Bob Horton, because I think he
does deserve very special recognition for holding together a coalition, along with the
lead banker, Bill Hinga, represented here today, Fred Horneffer, Bank One, their col-
league Julie Johnson, who really was a catalyst for the banks becoming involved, who I
knew in Washington, D.C., and then finally of course the people of Village West them-
selves, along with their former owner, really of Village West, which was the Department
of Housing and Urban Development.

This unique relationship between the federal government, the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and the people who live here and their supporters, the Legal
Aid Society, for example, Sam Watkins, who runs the Louisville Central Community orga-
nization, this is a combination of people that is without parallel in America, believing, I
think, in one particular thing, and that is that a city cannot be great unless all of its neigh-
borhoods and its communities are great, and that we all should work together to make every
place in this city a great place, and that’s what we’re dedicated to doing here at Village West.

The other partner of course was the University of Louisville. The first person I
met in Louisville was John Gilderbloom, who brought me here, as the mayor mentioned,
in 1994. And then the partnership with the University is continuing for the benefit of
this community, bringing a whole range of activities and services to bear.

The vision for Village West goes beyond just the physical improvements of the
bricks and mortar. This is a community vision that goes to homeownership, which is built
into the plan for this community, employment we have here today—residents of this com-
munity who are already at work building the new Village West. And with the opportu-
nity for jobs, and there’ll be many of them here, will come the opportunity for family
reunification—for bringing men back into this community who are part of the commu-
nity and should be working here and helping to build it. We’re also looking forward to ed-
ucation opportunities, meaning that every single child can look forward to graduation
from high school and going to college. These are the goals that the residents of this com-
munity have set for themselves, and we are here to help bring about these dreams and to
help bring about these aspirations as their partners in achieving what I think will be a very
bright future. Thank you very much.
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MEMORANDUM

July 15, 1997

To: SUN Partners and Other Interested Parties

From: John I. Gilderbloom, Ph.D., with Muthusami Kumaran, Ph.D.

Subject: Estimating Job Creation by Housing Developers in West Louisville

A positive outcome of housing development is the creation of jobs. The goal of this
memorandum is to report the estimated economic impacts of housing developers SUN
has been associated with.

In order to determine the economic effects of the partners who have worked with SUN,
various estimating models were considered. The model which was the most appropriate,
defensible, and rigorous was determined to [be] the economic base multiplier model.
The essential idea underlying this model is that certain activities in a locality or region
are basic in the sense that their activity leads and determines the region’s overall eco-
nomic development by exporting and bringing outside money into the community.

Growth in basic industry has a multiplier effect on non-basic employment. Other (non-
basic) activities circulate money informally and are simply consequences of the region’s
local development (such as markets serving local consumers). If such an identification
of basic activities can be made, then an explanation of regional growth can be accom-
plished by explaining the location of basic activities and identifying the processes by
which basic activities in any region give rise to further development of non-basic activ-
ities. Usually, economic base theory identifies basic activities as those that bring in
money from the outside world, generally by producing goods or services for “export,”
that is, goods or services consumed outside of the region or locality, or those activities
which attract outsiders and their expenditures (such as tourism).

Once the export base multiplier model was selected, the next step was to obtain access
to a database to establish the economic effects of the programs. Once various possible
databases were examined, it was decided that the most comprehensive, rigorous, and
comparative database was the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Economic Impact Fore-
casting System (EIFS).

[The] Economic Impact Forecast System is the most accurate, valid, and comprehensive
model for short-run forecasts and estimation. Because of its ability to generate multi-
pliers for any county or metropolitan statistical area (MSA) within the United States,
[the] EIFS is one of the most far-reaching economic modeling programs ever created.
[The] EIFS provides a standardized model that allows for comparisons across cities,
counties, and regions in the United States. [The] EIFS can simultaneously examine and
hold constant anywhere from 600 to 1,500 variables in developing its estimations. The
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EIFS provides a consistent estimate, which is an improvement over existing customized
economic forecasting. Moreover, the comprehensiveness of the model far exceeds the
local models; depending on the county, the number of variables put into the model
ranges from 600 to 2,000, with larger metropolitan areas having more variables. [The]
EIFS uses both governmental and privately generated data like the Census Bureau’s
County Business Patterns, Census of Population and Housing, and other current data.
Congress has used it as a bipartisan means to examine the impact of military bases clos-
ing on cities. Although originally developed as a means to forecast the economic effect
of closing army forts and other military bases upon cities, the EIFS model is also used
to predict the economic consequences of an exogenous infusion of funds into an area.
[The] EIFS is able to provide as good an approximation of new jobs created or new
money put into circulation into a local economy as a non-survey model possibly can.

The EIFS model can predict the consequences of an external infusion of money with a
variety of measures. These indicators include sales volume, employment, income, the
change in the local population, school enrollment, demand for housing, changes in gov-
ernmental expenditures, and changes in governmental revenues. As the focus of this re-
port is the economic consequences of federal funding, the measured sales volume, that
is, the amount of money spent by individuals on goods and services, and employment
(the number of jobs created) were chosen as the most appropriate.

Thus when the federal government spends a certain amount of money in a county, met-
ropolitan area, or other region, [the] EIFS forecasts approximately how many new jobs
and sales are created in the local area. As discussed in the EIFS manual:

The economic base model assumes that external changes resulting in increases
in export activity cause increases in the payroll of export firms, which are then
transmitted to the local service sector establishments. Also, the inflow or out-
flow of money causes activity in local services to changes by a multiple of the
original change (i.e., the multiplier effect) as the influx of funds is spent and re-
spent in the local economy. A large infusion of money into a local economy
will either directly and/or indirectly cause the sales of basic industries to rise
just by the fact that many basic industries sell to both the local economy and
export to other regions. As the sales of export-based (basic) industries rise,
these industries will demand more workers. As these basic industries do more
hiring, more jobs will be created in non-basic (non-exporting) industries.

For example, the construction of housing in an area would create a certain number of
new construction jobs. Contractors who work on the project would also place orders
with suppliers and manufacturers who would be considered in a basic industry. Orders
placed with local suppliers would be expected to increase the sales and subsequently the
employment of those suppliers. Since these suppliers are part of a basic industry, eco-
nomic base theory predicts that there will be additional hiring in non-basic industries.
The employment impact of the expenditures on the new construction project should go
beyond those of just building the bridge.
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For this report, [the] EIFS was utilized to estimate the sales volume generated and the
number of jobs created. The EIFS model identifies and then quantifies economic activ-
ities in a regional economic area which are basic, in the sense that their performance
leads and determines the region’s overall economic development.

Central to [the] EIFS is the multiplier effect. The multiplier effect refers to how many
times one dollar is circulated. That is, when one dollar is spent by a consumer, a portion
of that dollar is in turn spent by other persons. The EIFS model quantifies this effect and
thereby determines the direct, indirect, and total effects of an external infusion of funds.
By using the information in the database on each city and by entering the amount of the
Empowerment Zone award into this database as an external influx of funds, the sales
volume and jobs generated are determined.

Summary of Findings

The housing developers who have worked closely with [the] SUN project in the years
1996 and 1997 were plugged in using the standard EIFS Forecasting model to estimate
their economic impacts.

1. Telesis Corporation’s Village West Redevelopment Project:
Telesis Corporation was successful in getting 33.7 million dollars in funds to rehab 500
units in the deteriorated Village West low/moderate income housing complex. According to
the standard EIFS model forecast, this 33.7 million has resulted in a direct sales volume of
$22,349,000 in the city. The EIFS has also estimated that the investment has induced sales
to the tune of $44,000,000 in the locality. On the whole, the economic impact in terms of
total sales as the result of [the] Village West redevelopment project is $66,349,000.

As to new job creations, Telesis [Corporation’s] investment [in] Village West has gener-
ated 155 new direct jobs in the community. Including the 305 jobs created through in-
ducement, the EIFS estimates that the project has created an impressive 460 jobs in the
impoverished West End Louisville.1

2. 1996 Home Ownership Projects of SUN’s Nonprofit Partners:
In 1996, SUN assisted its various partners in their home ownership projects. The fol-
lowing are SUN’s partners that received direct helps in their projects: Canaan Commu-
nity Development Corporation (5 units), Neighborhood Development Corporation (3
units), Louisville Central Development Corporation (9 units), Neighborhood Housing
Services (8 units), Saint Steven’s Economic Development Corporation (5 units). SUN
has assisted these organizations in 30 houses being built in West Louisville. Assuming
an average cost of $60,000 per house, the total investment for the year 1996 was to the
tune of $1, 800,000. According to the standard EIFS forecast model, this investment has
resulted in the direct sales/consumer spending of $1,193,400 and another $2,350,800 in
induced sales. Thus the total sales volume resulted by the investment in $3,444,200. The
investment has also created an estimated number of 9 direct jobs and 11 indirect jobs,
bringing a total of 20 new jobs into the community.
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3. 1997 Home Ownership Projects of SUN’s Partners:
By the end of the year 1997, SUN will have assisted its partners in building 48 housing
units. The projected housing projects of SUN’s partners are as follows: Canaan Com-
munity Development Corporation (3 units), Neighborhood Development Corporation
(15 units), Louisville Central Development Corporation (14 units), Neighborhood
Housing Services (8 units), and Saint Steven’s Economic Development Corporation (8
units). Assuming an average cost of $60,000 per unit, the EIFS model predicts that the
total investment of $2,880,000 in these housing projects will result in an increase of
$1,243,400 in direct sales and $2,455,280 in induced sales—a total of $3,698,680 in in-
creased sales in the local economy. This investment [in] new houses also is estimated to
create 40 new jobs: 14 direct jobs as the result of the investment and 26 jobs through
inducement.

SUMMARY

In summary, SUN’s partners have helped mobilize $38.38 million towards urban re-
newal projects in West Louisville. This investment, besides rejuvenating the lives of
hundreds of poor households, has resulted in an impressive development in the local
economy. [The] EIFS, the most accurate economic forecasting system so far, has esti-
mated that in 1996, 97 new housing developments created $74,835,280 in total sales
($24,785,800 in direct sales and $50,049,480 in induced sales) and 520 new jobs (178
direct jobs and 342 indirect jobs).

Note:
1. The efforts of housing developers (Telesis, Canaan Community Development Cor-
poration, Louisville Central Development Corporation) to target development of af-
fordable housing in East Russell have seen a corresponding decrease in crime between
8th and 13th Streets. Data from the City of Louisville Police Department shows that
crime fell sharply in 1996.
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A major initiative was the development and implementation of a strategic
management planning process for HANDS, which was led by HANDS Acting Project
Director Steve Zimmer, a certified strategic management facilitation consultant. When
the original HANDS grant was conceived, the planning team defined six goals, which
were really objectives, to be accomplished by the end of the three-year grant period:

1. Case management: Place and counsel 400 residents in the HANDS program;

2. Job training: Provide job training and placement for 60 target area residents
who currently receive government assistance;

3. Education training: 108 students complete high school equivalency diplo-
mas, 225 persons receive assistance for higher education scholarship, and 150
families obtain literacy training;

4. Leadership training: 150 residents will learn community organizing skills,
entrepreneurship, and self-help strategies;

5. Home ownership: Turn 180 low-income families into home owners;

6. Community design: Design a neighborhood master plan, create a nonprofit
housing corporation, and teach defensible space design.

HANDS project staff began the development of the strategic management
process, which caused the reevaluation and expansion of those original six goals. As is
true with any project, the process demonstrated that the original plans had to be modi-
fied to fit the reality of the experience of the actual operation of the grant program.
Therefore, some of the original goals were scaled back and others were expanded. Some
were eliminated when new ones emerged. New strategies were designed to replace old
ones, resulting in new goals and objectives. Planning is simply the continuous process
of identifying needs and designing strategies to address those needs, abandoning old
strategies, and embracing new ones.

The strategic management process began with the establishment of values, vision,
and mission statements. Based on these statements, the original six goals were replaced
with seven goals with a series of measurable objectives for each one, resulting in a total
of forty-two. What follows are the values, visions, mission statement, situational analy-
sis, goals, and objectives.

HANDS’ Core Values Statement:
HANDS’ core values were the fundamental, ethical, moral, and professional be-

liefs of the organization, which served as the guide for decision making. HANDS be-
lieved that the conditions that manifested poverty could be ameliorated. Empowerment
of residents and the neighborhood, through strategies, promoted neighborhood revital-
ization, led to self-sufficiency, and promoted individual self-determination and self-
expression.
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HANDS’Vision Statement:
HANDS’ vision was a description of the preferred future of the organization with

respect to its structure and purpose, role in the community, and relationships. HANDS
helped renew the historic Russell Neighborhood, worked to help alleviate poverty, and
was a catalyst for empowerment. HANDS celebrated and valued the distinct ethnic
culture of the neighborhood.

Role:
HANDS was a significant neighborhood partner as evidenced by a strong grass-

roots philosophy. Neighborhood residents and neighborhood-based organizations
helped define the community’s vision, and neighborhood residents were empowered to
achieve their preferred future with the support of all partners.

Reputation:
HANDS was seen as the premier component of the U of L’s urban mission. The

program stood as a national model of a university-community partnership. HANDS rep-
resented the future of what universities need to do to maintain relevancy. The HANDS
project demonstrated that that U of L could provide services to help renew the American
dream of hope and opportunity at the neighborhood level.

Relationships:
HANDS was an organization that promoted direction and focus through team-

work to enhance cooperation and communication. Hence, HANDS helped its several
partner organizations and used input from neighborhood organizations to empower
using U of L’s resources.

HANDS’ Mission Statement:
HANDS’ mission was a broad but directed description of the six vices provided,

geographic area of operation, and clients served. The mission of HANDS was to ex-
plore strategies to foster community and individual empowerment in order to promote
neighborhood revitalization and individual self-sufficiency.

Services:
HANDS provided neighborhood design and affordable housing design services,

home ownership promotion and support, case management and referral services, and
education and training for jobs and leadership.

Geography:
HANDS served the historic Russell Neighborhood and the La Salle housing

development.

Clients:
HANDS’ clients were organizations that served the Russell Neighborhood and the

La Salle housing development. They were individuals who were residents of Russell and
La Salle and persons who expressed interest in owning a home, operating a business, or
taking steps to establish residency in Russell or LaSalle.
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HANDS’ Objectives
HANDS’ objectives were measurable statements of achievement that led to the

accomplishment of its goals.

GOAL 1: For HANDS to provide quality services to clients (people).

What were the objectives?
1. To enroll and provide referral, placement, and counseling services to 400

clients. (Case management)

2. To provide job development training services to 90 clients, 40 percent of whom
would be public assistance recipients, and of the 90 clients, 45 to obtain 
employment after training. (Job development)

3. To provide leadership training to 60 clients. (Leadership)

4. To provide grant writing training to 15 people. (Leadership)

5. To participate in the process of 180 low- and moderate-income families 
becoming homeowners. (Home ownership)

6. To provide home ownership orientation to 75 clients. (Home ownership)

7. To bring 50 housing vendors together with potential home owners/clients.
HANDS must fill out Agreement to Participate form. (Home ownership)

8. To make available home ownership counseling and support services to 150
past and present La Salle residents. (Home ownership)

GOAL 2: For HANDS to help rebuild the physical Russell community.

What were the objectives?
1. To complete the Louisville Central Development Corporation’s (LCDC) nine

prototype housing designs to meet the mandates of the Historic Preservation
District. (Community design)

2. To complete a neighborhood design plan. (Community design)

3. To develop a plan and cost estimate to upgrade Western Cemetery for a passive
park. This may enable the appropriate parties to move this project forward and
make the balance for the Pioneer Park development more attractive to potential
home owners. (Community design)

4. To prepare a report to obtain approved development designation for another
tract in the Russell urban renewal area. (Community design)

5. To work with L&T Properties on the Phase I-B development. (Community de-
sign)

6. To assist with advertising additional CHDO houses if the LCDC board wishes
to pursue this course. (Community design)
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7. To participate in the Bruner Foundation competition submittal. (Community
design)

GOAL 3: For HANDS to assist Russell to become a community of learning.

What were the objectives?
1. To refer 60 clients for educational assessment through the Metroversity 

Educational Opportunity Center (EOC) Program/Jefferson County Public
Schools (JCPS). Out of this number, to ensure 20 clients will have received 
assistance for higher education scholarships, 20 will have received a high
school equivalency diploma, 20 will have been enrolled in a family
literacy/Adult Basic Education program, and 10 of these will have received a
high school equivalency diploma. (Education)

2. To assist 100 children attending schools in the Russell Neighborhood through
participation in the HANDS esteem team activities. Ten parents are to be 
actively involved in esteem team training. Specific definition of active parental
involvement is participation in Parent Advisory Team. (Education)

3. To obtain an additional external grant to support HANDS’ educational activi-
ties to serve clients in the Russell Neighborhood. (Education)

4. To work to obtain an environmental education program. (Education)

5. To work with JCPS to implement a family literacy center at Coleridge-Taylor
in Village West. (Education)

GOAL 4: For HANDS to become a model of community partnerships.

What were the objectives?
1. To help create a nonprofit housing corporation and provide ongoing technical

assistance and support to that organization. (Community design)

2. To assist the city of Louisville with the preparation and submission of at least
two grant proposals, which would benefit the Russell Neighborhood. (Admin-
istration)

3. To assist two nonprofit organizations with grant proposals that would benefit
Russell. (Administration)

4. To continue to write and submit at least one article a year for national publica-
tion, having a total of at least three articles generated. (Communications)

5. To encourage other departments of the University of Louisville to become
involved in the community. (Administration)

6. To help teach other universities how to build university-community partnerships.
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GOAL 5: For HANDS to promote economic development in and for the Russell
neighborhood.

What were the objectives?
1. To help implement a micro-business development program at the Louisville

Central Community Center (LCCC). (Job development)

2. To institute a micro-business loan program as part of the micro-business 
development program at the LCCC. (Job development)

3. To identify and target 20 retail and service-oriented companies to approach
and convince them to locate their businesses in Russell. To locate an operation
in Russell. (Job development)

4. To recruit 30 clients for the micro-business program of which 20 will have 
completed training and 10 will have received business loans. (Job development)

5. To approach four banks to create innovative loan programs for business 
development and to ensure that a bank will have implemented one program.
(Job development)

6. To recruit eight clients for minority contractor development training. (Job 
development)

7. To assist the city of Louisville with the preparation and submission of at least
two grant proposals that will benefit the Russell Neighborhood. (Administration)

8. To assist two nonprofit organizations in or which serve the Russell Neighbor-
hood in writing and submitting of grant proposals. (Administration)

9. To accomplish an integrated model for the University to respond to the-
community. (Administration)

10. To develop a matrix to identify categories of clients and tie specific-
demographics to each specific component of HANDS. (Administration)

GOAL 6: For HANDS to be a high-performance work organization.

What were the objectives?
1. To implement a strategic management plan, which will facilitate direction and

purpose to the HANDS organization. (Administration)

GOAL 7: For HANDS to achieve funding stability.

What were the objectives?
1. To develop a work plan for soliciting private companies and other organiza-

tions to provide matching funds to HANDS. (Administration)
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2. To negotiate and execute a written agreement with the Louisville Central 
Development Corporation (LCDC) for a set contribution to HANDS on a per
home basis. (Administration)

3. To submit a proposal to the city of Louisville for matching funding for a U of
L/City Center for Community Partnerships. (Administration)

4. To prepare for submission to the Department of Education a grant for a five-
year extension of HANDS. (Administration)

5. To submit a request to the University of Louisville for ongoing core funding
for the HANDS project to include permanent funding to support core admin-
istrative staff positions. (Administration)

6. To identify and submit grant applications for annual funding of at least
$100,000 to four funding sources. (Administration)
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Notes

Chapter 1

1. The view expressed is inconsistent with Peterson’s (1981) assertion that a unitary
interest controls development decisions in the city. The essence of the unitary interest
paradigm is that all players in local development decisions, the local elites, must focus
on “the long-term economic welfare of their community” (Peterson 1981, p. 65). The
elites that control decision making will agree on what is right for the city and act on that
shared belief. There is an absence of conflict among the elites, in Peterson’s view, be-
cause of their focus on the common good. This assigns a higher level of motives to the
diverse interests, even among the elites, competing for scarce resources than is merited
by the many entities competing for power, position, or other items. Some support for this
view of unified elites making decisions can be found in Molotch’s (1976) discussion of
“boosterism” and the city as a “growth machine” (1976; in Cummings 1988). He does,
however, acknowledge some of the obstacles that the elites must overcome to implement
their agenda.

Chapter 2

1. This section was co-authored by John I. Gilderbloom and Reginald Bruce. 

Chapter 4

1.  This chapter is the revised version of an article, “Urban Revitalization Partner-
ships: Perceptions of the University’s Role in Louisville, Kentucky,” By R. L. Mullins Jr.
and John I. Gilderbloom, in Local Environment, vol. 7, no. 2. We appreciate the permis-
sion from Local Environment to use portions of the original article. 
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Chapter 5

1. This chapter is drawn from a report conducted by Gilderbloom for the 
Association of Governing Boards: “The Urban University in the Community: The Roles
of Boards and Residents,” published in 1996. A revised version of this report was pub-
lished by Gilderbloom (2002) in Metropolitan Universities, vol. 13, no. 2 . This chapter
is a revised version of the original report. We thank the Association of Governing
Boards and Metropolitan Universities for permission to use parts of these reports for
this chapter. 
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