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Abstract

The viability of local government-sponsored community development of poor ethnic
enclaves hinges on the perceptions of residents. If residents view the enclave in which they
live as their “community of choice,” they will be more likely to join with local govern-
ment to coproduce community improvement. Residents who see their enclave as their com-
munity of choice tend to hold positive perceptions of neighbors and neighborhood and are
less fearful of crime. Conversely, those who see the enclave where they live as a “ghetto of
last resort” commonly are not meeting their economic expectations, are uneasy about race
related issues, and are concerned about the desirability of their neighborhood. Government
should not employ a community development strategy to preserve a “ghetto of last resort”
where most residents remain because they feel they have few options. The vast majority
of the residents examined here view the enclave where they live as their community of
choice.

INTRODUCTION

America and the American dream are built on the assumption that
every citizen has an equal opportunity to succeed. Unfortunately, all
too many Americans face the stark reality that those who begin life in
poverty will end life in poverty. African Americans living in concentrated
pockets of poverty or segregated communities in urban American are a
special source of concern (Fong, 1994; Galster, 1998; Gramlich, Laren, &
Sealand, 1992; Immergluck, 1998; Jargowsky, 1994; Reed, 1995). Urban
policy designed to address entrenched poverty concentrated in urban
enclaves vacillates between two extremes: dispersion and individual
development versus concentration and community development
(Hughes, 1987).

Those favoring dismantling poor urban enclaves see them as inter-
generational quagmires of limited opportunity with inhabitants who are
caught in reenforcing behavior that assures that few will escape. It is
argued that problems associated with these poor enclaves only intensify
as inhabitants who manage to break the bonds of poverty choose to
escape, leaving the poorest of the poor to fend for themselves (Jargowsky,
1994; Massey & Eggers, 1990). Federal housing policy built on the
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assumption that segregation and low-income minority concentrations
perpetuate poverty and discrimination has attempted to directly integrate
these households into the broader community through policies such as
dispersed housing. Unfortunately, federal housing policy build on dis-
persal assumptions generally has not succeeded in main streaming low-
income households (Cummings, 1998; Galster & Keeney, 1988).

At the other extreme, some argue that these urban places that look like
ghettos from the perspective of outsiders may very well be communities
that include viable and valued social networks that directly contribute to
quality of life. Those favoring community development argue that social
networks and the bonds of community can be used to produce socioeco-
nomic improvements (Kelly, 1977). The success of community development
hinges on the assumption that people will pull together using combined
resources and shared objectives to collectively accomplish what individu-
als cannot (Cummings & Glaser, 1983; DeRienzo, 1995; Pecorella, 1985).

More specific to this research, there is evidence that when the resources
of local government are combined with a committed community, mean-
ingful change can occur. The success of local government-supported
community development hinges on the assumption that the place where
people live has value or meaning to the people living there and that under
the right conditions the resources of community and local government
can be combined to produce an improved community (Glaser, Denhardt,
& Grubbs, 1997). However, government cannot automatically assume that
people living in close proximity who are racially and economically similar
are held together by the bonds of community. Decisions on the part of
local government to support community development must have some
way of distinguishing ghettos of last resort from communities of choice.
In other words, the effectiveness of community development as a poverty
policy will depend on community context (Denhardt & Glaser, 1999).

The values and perceptions of residents of these urban enclaves are
important determinants of community climate or context and thus form
a necessary information foundation for local government-sponsored
community development. As a result, local government must develop
improved methods of evaluating community climate associated with
these urban places and thus better understanding of the appropriateness
of community development. Accordingly, this research looks through the
eyes of African Americans living in an urban enclave to form a critical
assessment of the potential for local government-assisted community
development. While it is true that perceptions commonly depart from
reality, they drive behavior, including the willingness of residents of
urban enclaves to join with government to coproduce community
improvement. :

Relative deprivation, or how the poor view their quality of life in com-
parison to others, is an important determinant of behavior (Abeles, 1976;
Isaac, Multran, & Stryker, 1980; Morrison, 1971; Tropp & Wright, 1999).
More specific to the case at hand, it is important to have an improved
understanding of how those living in an ethnic enclave view quality of
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life in the urban place where they live in comparison to their views of the
world outside the enclave. This relative assessment of quality of life inside
and outside their urban enclave is critical to understanding the viability
of community and local government supported community develop-
ment. In particular, this research is designed to use relative deprivation
as a framework for better understanding of the views of residents of an
urban enclave, including the nature and relative strength of centripetal
and centrifugal forces that define commitment to an urban place. Persons
who perceive the enclave where they live to be a ghetto filled with crime
and houses in disrepair, and at the same time view life outside in a more
positive light, are expected to focus their efforts on escape and accord-
ingly will be reluctant to invest their time, energy, and personal resources
in support of community improvement. In contrast, persons who carry
positive mental images of the urban place where they live, particularly
those who are connected through the bonds of friendship, family, and
community, are less likely to see the world outside their enclave as an
attractive option, and as a result are expected to become willing contrib-
utors to community improvement.

An amalgamation of life experiences combine to form perceptions of
quality of life (Blake & Anderson-Darling, 2000). Naturally, economic con-
ditions and employment opportunity are central to most people’s defin-
ition of quality of life and are expected to be particularly important to
low-income minority households. Perceptions of race relations are also
expected to be closely tied to assessments of relative deprivation in
quality of life. African Americans who view the world outside their
enclave to be racially hostile may see their enclave as a place of refuge.
Since many African Americans living in these enclaves are economically
disadvantaged, if life inside the enclave is to compare favorably to life
outside, then neighborhood and community must have meaning in ref-
erence to quality of life. Denhardt and Glaser (1999) argue that neigh-
borhood and community not only have meaning in reference to quality
of life but that they are key contextual issues that must be understood for
the effective design of poverty policy. In other words, the appropriate
community intervention strategy is contingent on the match between the
intervention and the level of social cohesion.

It is not uncommon to view community and neighborhood as being
conceptually interchangeable. However, there is growing evidence that
neighborhood and community have both shared and unique elements. In
other words, it is possible for individuals to be attached to neighborhood
but not community, and the opposite is also true (Glaser, Parker, &
Payton, 2001). This research seeks to better understand the linkages
between perceptions of relative deprivation in quality of life inside, when
compared to life outside, the ethnic enclave as they relate to commitment
to the intangibles of neighborhood and community.

This research builds on the assumption that external resources are
needed to produce meaningful change in low-income ethnic enclaves
and that local government-supported community development is a viable



528 MARK A. GLASER ET AL.

option. This assumption is advanced with the clear understanding that
local government involvement comes with risks. One of the most impor-
tant risks is that development can become government-centered as
opposed to community-centered (Mandell, 1999; Rubin, 1995). In spite
of this concern, there is encouraging evidence that local government can
work with minority communities to change their plight (Anglin &
Holcomb, 1992; Imbroscio, 1993) and yet remain true to the values of com-
munity (Glaser, Soskin, & Smith, 1996).

RESEARCH METHODS AND THE CASE

This research uses feedback from members of an ethnic enclave in Wichita,
Kansas, referred to as the “Northeast community,” to better understand if
it has the foundation for community development. The Northeast com-
munity is not the only minority enclave in the Wichita urban area but it is
considered to be a particularly good target for this study because it is the
most enduring minority community. The Northeast community is gener-
ally thought to have relatively strong community bonds that provide the
framework for community-based development. The Northeast commu-
nity has experienced many hardships over the years and yet endures as
an urban place. In spite of its longevity, the 1990 census indicates that
nearly half of the households in the Northeast community live on incomes
of $14,999 or less. Consistent with census readings, more than 46% of the
African Americans interviewed reported household incomes of less than
$20,000. In addition, nearly 31% of the respondents indicated that they do
not have a high school degree. So while the Northeast community is not
as depressed as some urban areas in the United States, the disproportion-
ate imprint of poverty is evident.?

*The population demographic statistics presented below are assembled using the results
from the 1990 census. Boundary definitions constructed from census information generally
follow, but do not exactly coincide with the geographic boundaries of the Northeast com-
munity as defined by the study and are rounded to the nearest percentage.

Population Sample
Household Income
Less than $14,999 49% Less than $20,000 46.3%
$15,000-$24,999 19% $20,000-$29,999 20.2%
$25,000-$34,999 13% $30,000-$39,999 16.3%
$35,000-$49,999 12% $40,000-49,999 08.1%
$50,000-$100,000 07% $50,000-59,999 03.5%
Above $60,000 05.4%
Education
Less than 9™ Grade 11% Less than 8" Grade 08.9%
9*"-12* Grade 30% 9*"-12* Grade 21.8%
High School Grad 30% High School Grad 29.4%
Some College 20% Some College 29.1%
Associate Degree 03% College Grad 06.6%
College Grad 05% Some Graduate 01.2%

Grad/Professional 01% Graduate Degree 03.0%
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The Northeast community became the focus of national attention,
including a visit by the president of the United States, as the result of a
unique investment by the Cessna Aircraft Company. Economic prosper-
ity in Wichita resulting in an extremely tight local labor market has made
it difficult for manufacturing firms such as Cessna to recruit skilled labor.
In response to labor supply concerns and corporate values honoring com-
munity, Cessna made the decision to invest in a manufacturing facility
in the Northeast community. The leadership of Cessna demonstrated
uncommon insight in recognizing that prosperity for Cessna, Wichita, and
the Northeast community are linked in many important ways. An essen-
tial feature of the success of this venture is a concerted effort to develop
the skills of the labor pool. Labor enhancements include job-readiness
training as well as job-skills training. The job-readiness training was
funded through the Job Training Partnership Act, with oversight from the
Private Industry Council. Skills training is primarily financed by Cessna,
with a promise of employment following the completion of training. In
most cases, the program attempts to move trainees from the welfare rolls
to viable employment. Cessna, with the assistance of Community Devel-
opment Block Grant funds, expanded investment in the Northeast
community, including renovation of existing facilities to be used for man-
ufacturing. More recently, employment recruitment targeted battered
women. This programming includes day care and lodging near the train-
ing and manufacturing facility to help participants make the transition to
economic independence.

The urban area examined here includes nearly 500,000 residents,
including the city of Wichita with a population in excess of 340,000. For
purposes of this study, the boundaries of the Northeast community were
considered to be areas with the highest concentrations of African Ameri-
cans. A total of 2,444 working residential phone numbers were identified
in the Northeast community. Phone calls were made to the identified
households, and a filter question was used to determine if the potential
respondents were African American. Approximately 200 households were
filtered from the sampling frame because the respondents were not
African American. When necessary, multiple phone calls at varied times
during the day were used to reduce response bias. Approximately 1,303
households were reached, and 633 agreed to be interviewed. A total of 39
cases were removed from the sample based on reliability concerns.

ANALYSIS

The first step in the analysis establishes a sense of relative deprivation
and commitment to community by classifying respondents based on
combined assessments of quality of life inside and outside the Northeast
community. A four-position classification is developed that provides a
lens for understanding perceptions of relative deprivation in relationship
to quality of life and thus propensity to remain in the community and
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participate in community development ventures. The analysis then tests
for differences in demographic profiles of four classes of citizens in an
effort to anticipate how citizens who are more likely to exit the Northeast
community differ from those who are more likely to stay and support
community development ventures. This section is important in light of
earlier discussions about growing concerns about concentrated poverty
and urban enclaves with residents who are the poorest of the poor. Analy-
sis then looks through the eyes of African Americans based on their rel-
ative deprivation classification to test for differences in perceptions of
centrifugal and centripetal forces that will ultimately influence their deci-
sion to leave or remain in the Northeast community. The centrifugal and
centripetal pulls examined include economic opportunity, race relations,
and commitment to neighborhood and the Northeast community. Find-
ings indicating important connections between positive views of quality
of life inside the Northeast community and positive views of neighbor-
hood and community would provide added support for community
development strategies.

FINDINGS—RELATIVE DEPRIVATION CLASSIFICATION:
QUALITY OF LIFE

The classification found in Table 1 provides the conceptual framework for
understanding how views of relative deprivation associated with quality
of life can be used to understand the extent to which residents of a low-
income minority enclave are likely to join with local government to copro-
duce community improvement. The relative deprivation classification
formed in this section will be used throughout the findings as a lens for
understanding the tension between centrifugal forces pressuring African

TABLE ONE
Relative Deprivation Classification: Quality of Life

African American Community

Good Quality of Life

Overall Community Disagree Agree

Row Number/

Column Letter A-Percentage = Number  B-Percentage = Number
1—Disagree 12.9 070 01.7 009
2—Agree 18.7 101 66.7 361

A-1  Group 1 = African American Community: No  Overall Community: No
B-1 Group 2 = African American Community: Yes Overall Community: No
A-2  Group 3 = African American Community: No  Overall Community: Yes
B-2  Group 4 = African American Community: Yes Overall Community: Yes

N =541
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Americans to exit and centripetal forces encouraging them to remain in
the Northeast community.

First, respondents were asked to characterize their feelings about the
quality of life in the Northeast community by indicating level of agree-
ment (four-position Likert response categories ranging from “Strongly
Disagree” to “Strongly Agree”) with the statement that “Quality of life in
the Northeast community is good.” The second item used to form the clas-
sification is parallel to the first except that this item queried respondents
about quality of life in the overall city (“Overall, quality of life in Wichita
is good”). To simplify the classification process, responses were then
recoded to either agree or disagree. Respondents who indicated “Don’t
Know” on either statement were removed from the analysis.

The evidence found in Table 1 indicates that nearly 13% of the respond-
ing citizens (Group 1) are less than positive about the quality of life in the
African American community as well as in the overall city. This class of
residents does not view the urban enclave as a place of refuge, and, sim-
ilarly, these citizens are not particularly optimistic about opportunity in
the world outside the urban enclave. For this class of residents, the North-
east community is a ghetto of last resort. The evidence found in Table 2
indicates that this class of citizens has relatively low educational achieve-
ment, although not the lowest of the four groups. This group also tends
to be younger than the other classes of citizens, although this difference
may be due to chance. Finally, although there is no significant difference
between classes of citizens based on income, Groups 1 and 4 do register
somewhat lower household incomes.? Generally then, although house-
hold income and relative deprivation in quality of life are not totally dis-
connected, they are certainly not tightly linked. Since this class (Group 1)
of citizens is balanced, or equally negative about life inside and outside
the enclave, it is difficult to predict their propensity to remain in the
Northeast community. If forced to speculate, inertia likely means that this
class of residents is more likely to stay because they feel that they have
few options. Unfortunately, unless there are important changes in the way
they view life, they will not be easily engaged in support of community
development.

Group 2 is the smallest of the four groups, with less than 2% of the
~‘respondents. Group 2 is subject to powerful centripetal pulls in that these
residents tend to view life inside the enclave as being superior to life

*Education Household Income Age

8™ grade or less =1, Less than $20,000 =1 Below 18 =1
912" grade =2 $20-29,999 =2 18-24=2
High school or GED =3 $30-39,999 =3 25-35=3
Some college = 4 $40-49,999 = 4 36-45=4
College graduate =5 $50-59,999 = 5 46-55=5
Some graduate school =7 Above $60,000 = 6 56-65=6

Graduate degree =8 Above 65 =7
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TABLE TWO
Demographics by Relative Deprivation Classification (Means)
Group
Good Quality of Life 1 2 3 4
African American Community No Yes No Yes
Overall Community No No Yes Yes After-Tests
Education** 326 356 355 3.05 34
Household Income 2,18 2.89 2.34 2.15
Age 491 5.11 506 526

Range of N = 450-535; **p < 0.01; After-Tests p < 0.05.

outside. This class of citizens views the African American community as
a place of refuge from the world outside. Relatively speaking, this class
of citizens is somewhat more likely to have higher household incomes
and somewhat older household heads, although these differences could
be due to chance. We expect this class of citizens to be committed to life
in the Northeast community, and it is expected to be particularly sup-
portive of community development.

Group 3 is the second largest class, with nearly 19% of the respondents.
This class of citizens generally believes that African Americans living in
the Northeast community are relatively deprived in terms of quality of
life compared to those living in the broader community. These citizens are
particularly susceptible to the centrifugal pulls of the broader urban com-
munity and are likely to leave the Northeast community if provided an
opportunity. Group 3 is more educated than any other class of citizens
living in the Northeast community and with this educational foundation
have a better chance of competing in the world outside. Consistent with
the thesis of Paul Jargowsky (2000), unless something happens to change
their perceptions the exodus of this class of residents could contribute to
a “brain drain” of the Northeast community.

Group 4, the largest class of citizens (Table 1, 66.7%), holds equally pos-
itive views of life inside and outside the enclave. Apparently, this class
of residents feels that the quality-of-life negatives commonly faced by
poverty communities are more than offset by the quality-of-life positives
associated with the bonds of family, friends, and neighbors. In sharp con-
trast to Group 1, these residents view the ethnic enclave as their commu-
nity of choice. This class of citizens is expected to have strong ties to
neighborhood and community, particularly when compared to Groups 1
and 3. Group 4 reports the lowest level of educational achievement of the
four classes of residents (Table 2). Group 4 also tends to be older and has
a lower income, although differences are small enough that they may be
attributable to chance. The perceptions of these citizens are particularly



COMMUNITY OF CHOICE OR GHETTO OF LAST RESORT 533

important since their support will be critical to community-development
efforts.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY AND RACE RELATIONS

The analysis in this section essentially looks through the eyes of members
of the Northeast community based on the four classes of relative depri-
vation and uses analysis of variance to test for differences in perceptions
of economic opportunity and race relations. The mean scores associated
with the dependent variables are based on four-position Likert items with
attributes ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree (strongly dis-
agree = 1, disagree = 2, agree = 3, strongly agree = 4). This section pro-
vides an improved understanding of how different classes of citizens
view economic and race-related concerns and therefore provides insight
about the nature of their commitment to the Northeast community.
Economic conditions are obviously important quality-of-life concerns
(Austin & Young, 1998). However, it is not clear how actual economic
status stacks up against expectations. Expectations can be a powerful
force driving achievement or fueling dissatisfaction. In fact, actual eco-
nomic achievement may be less important than expectations for economic
achievement. In many cases, dissatisfaction with economic achievement
may be tied to what some see as growing materialism. In fact, some feel
that Americans are abandoning values of community in their chase for
consumer goods (Wuthnow, 1996). Low-income households, like all
Americans, are exposed to a seemingly limitless array of consumer goods,
but unlike many Americans they face severe limitations in their purchas-
ing power. Those dissatisfied with their economic position or who feel
they lack economic opportunity naturally are expected to be particularly
receptive to the centrifugal pulls of the more vibrant economy outside the
Northeast community. However, it is not clear how the lure of economic
opportunity stacks up against the bonds of community, particularly in
the case of households who have experienced considerable economic
deprivation.
The first item in Table 3 provides an overall reading of the extent to
- which residents of the enclave are meeting their economic expectations.
The first class of citizens (Group 1), those who are dissatisfied with quality
of life inside and outside the African American community, are the least
likely to report that they are meeting their economic expectations. Clearly,
these citizens are unhappy because their economic reality falls short of
their expectations. Although the economic discontent of Group 1 resi-
dents makes them susceptible to the centrifugal pulls, their bleak view of
the world both inside and outside of the Northeast community leaves
them with few options to answer their economic frustrations. The com-
bination of their educational status (Table 2) and frustrations with house-
hold economic positioning (Table 3) supports the conclusion that Group
1 residents are more likely to view the Northeast community as a ghetto
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TABLE THREE
Economic and Race Related Perceptions by Relative Deprivation
Classification (Means)
Group

Good Quality of Life 1 2 3 4

African American Community No Yes No Yes

Overall Community No No Yes Yes  After-Tests
My household is doing 2.21 3.11 2.58 2.62 1,21,31,4

better economically
than I expected***

My household is doing better 267 300 289 289
economically than the
household I grew up in

There are good jobs available 239 278 268 280 13,14
for those who want a job***

Better employment opportunities 3.04 289 295 292
would solve most of the
problems of the African
American community

Race relations in Wichita 187 222 2.18 2.48 1,3;1,4,34
are good***

Range of N =493-523; ***p < 0.001; After-Tests p < 0.05.

of last resort as opposed to a community of choice. Without community
development or at least some sort of intervention to change their status,
Group 1 citizens are likely to remain in the Northeast community and
become increasingly frustrated by their lack of economic opportunity.
The evidence found in Table 3 indicates that Group 4, the largest class
of citizens, those who view quality of life inside and outside the North-
east community to be good, are significantly more likely than Group 1
residents to report that their household is exceeding .their economic
expectations. So, while there is no significant difference (Table 2) in
reported household income between Groups 1 and 4, Group 4 respon-
dents are significantly more likely to report that their household is doing
better economically than they expected (Table 3). This finding provides
further evidence that Group 4 residents are more likely to view their
ethnic enclave as their community of choice while Group 1 residents view
the Northeast community as their ghetto of last resort. Similar to Group
4, Group 2 residents, those who view the Northeast community as their
refuge from the outside world, are particularly likely to report that their
household is doing better economically than they expected. Interestingly,
Group 3 residents, those who will likely leave the Northeast community
if presented with an opportunity, are also significantly more likely than
Group 1 residents to indicate that they are doing better economically than
they expected. In other words, drives to improve economic positioning
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may not be the only force behind Group 3’s feelings of relative depriva-
tion associated with quality of life.

The second item in Table 3 focuses on intergenerational gains in terms
of economic well-being. Once again, citizens in Groups 2, 3, and 4 are
somewhat more likely to feel that they have made gains over the house-
hold of their youth in comparison to Group 1, although the differences
could be due to chance. In general, the relatively high mean scores across
all groups indicate that the vast majority of the responding residents feel
they are doing well when compared to the household they grew up in.
As a result, economic prosperity in relationship to the household of their
youth is not expected to be an important centrifugal or centripetal force
in decisions to leave or remain in the African American community.
However, the relatively low score associated with Group 1 residents pro-
vides one more piece of evidence that they are economically frustrated
and view the Northeast community as a ghetto of last resort.

The third item in Table 3 provides one more assessment of economic
opportunity. However, this measure more narrowly focuses on percep-
tions of employment opportunity. Consistent with the first measure in
Table 3, Groups 2 and 4 are the most likely to describe job availability as
good, further demonstrating their commitment to the Northeast commu-
nity. Once again, Group 1 is significantly less likely to agree that there are
good employment opportunities for those willing to take advantage of
them. These findings provide one more piece of evidence of the frustra-
tions of Group 1 residents and support for the view that the Northeast
community is a ghetto of last resort for this class of African Americans.
Additional employment opportunities like those afforded through man-
ufacturing by Cessna might help to reduce the frustrations of Group 1
and the propensity to leave the Northeast community expressed by
Group 3.

The fourth item in Table 3 provides a broad assessment of the extent
to which African Americans believe that economics are the root cause of
most of their community’s problems. This is the first item that explores
the extent to which respondents feel that issues of race and economic
opportunity converge to form a better understanding of the enduring
phenomena of African American enclaves. More than any other item
examined in Table 3, there are broadly held and intense feelings that better
employment opportunities would solve most of the problems of the
African American community.

There is considerable debate about the status of race relations between
Caucasians and African Americans (Feagin, 1991; Monti, 1993). Some
argue that tensions and conflict between blacks and whites are on the
decline (Levy, 2000). Others contend that not only are relations not getting
better, tensions may actually be growing (Glaser, Denhardt, & Parker,
1996). Although there are likely any number of contributors to tensions
between races, unequal economic opportunity is clearly an important
concern (Cummings, 1998). The final item in Table 3 addresses the issue
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of race and race relations head-on by asking respondents to indicate their
level of agreement with the statement that race relations in the city are
good. In this case, we are primarily interested in the extent to which con-
cerns about race encourage African Americans to seek refuge in the
Northeast community from what they perceive to be a racially hostile
world outside the enclave. Clearly, the evidence indicates that African
Americans do not think that race relations in the city are good and that
these concerns are tied to perceptions of relative deprivation associated
with quality of life. Those who see the Northeast community as a ghetto
of last resort (Group 1) are significantly more likely to view race relations
as not being good. At the other end of the classification (Group 4), those
who see the Northeast community as their community of choice are the
most likely of the four classes to see race relations in the community in a
positive light. It is important to point out that although Group 4 is less
critical of race relations compared to the other groups, they still have -
reservations. Generally, then, views of relative deprivation related to
quality life are connected to views of race relations in the city, although
the exact nature of that connection is not clear.

NEIGHBORHOOD AND COMMUNITY

Allegiance to neighborhood and community represents important cen-
tripetal forces that are essential to community-development efforts
(Williams, 1985). Although attachment to neighborhood and community
are generally important regardless of race, they are particularly impor-
tant to community development of low-income African American com-
munities. Ross, Reynolds, and Geis (2000) caution that neighborhood
stability does not necessarily mean a healthy living environment. They
argue that in some cases neighborhoods have low turnover because the
residents are unable to escape for one reason or another. If their argument
holds true with respect to the Northeast community we would expect to
find limited connections between quality of life and neighborhood social
networks. Consistent with the “conditional cohesiveness hypothesis” pre-
sented by Ross, Reynolds, and Geis, we argue that viable community
development depends upon social relations between neighbors. Neigh-
borhoods are the building blocks of community and, consequently, com-
munity development (Berry, Portney, & Thomson, 1993; Warren, 1986;
Warren & Warren, 1977). Although we have a general understanding of
the importance of the relationship between neighborhood and commu-
nity, additional details about linkages to quality of life are expected to be
particularly useful for purposes of guiding community development.
The first two items in Table 4 ask the respondents to assess the extent
to which there is a cooperative environment between them and their
neighbors. Much as expected, neighbors and neighborhoods tend to be
important features of the Northeast community, and the first item in Table
4 indicates that all residents, regardless of class, indicate that they are



COMMUNITY OF CHOICE OR GHETTO OF LAST RESORT 537

TABLE FOUR
Assessment of Neighborhood and Community by
Relative Deprivation Classification

Group
Good Quality of life 1 2 3 4
African American Community No Yes No Yes
Overall Community No No Yes Yes  After-Tests
Assessment of Neighborhood
I am willing to work with my 312 3.00 321 314
neighbors to improve the
neighborhood
My neighbors are willing to 279 325 279 294
work with me to improve the
neighborhood*

My neighbors would help me if 281 325 298 303 14
I needed help**

People in my neighborhood 264 322 273 2.89 1,214
take care of their property***

My neighborhood is a safe place 233 278 244 280 1434
to raise children***

Crime is a big problem in my 270 200 264 245 1.2
neighborhood**

Quality of life in my 224 289 252 3.02
neighborhood is good***

If given the chance, I would 271 233 261 2.33 14,34
move out of my
neighborhood™***

Assessment of Community
I know many people who 264 256 258 2.37 1,4;2,4;3,4
have moved or plan to move
from my community***
African Americans who move 249 256 259 2.47
from the Northeast community
lose their identification with
the problems of the community
African Americans who move 259 250 251 2.50
from the Northeast community
do not feel the need to help
the community
If there were an African American 232 278 245 233
suburb I would move to it if I
had the opportunity
If I had the money to build a new 2.31 244 233 2.72 1,4;3,4
house, I would build it in the
Northeast community***

Range of N = 464-534; *p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001; After-Tests p < 0.05.
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prepared to work with their neighbors to improve the neighborhood. This
finding is somewhat surprising, particularly in the case of Group 1, since
the Northeast community is their ghetto of last resort. This finding pro-
vides some evidence that the door of hope remains open even in the case
of those who are discouraged about conditions in the enclave.

It is one thing for people to declare that they are personally prepared
to answer the call for neighborhood improvement, but it is quite another
to carry the same belief about others (Crenson, 1983). Willingness to get
involved in efforts to develop the community depends in part on expec-
tations related to the behavior of others (Warren & Warren, 1977). In this
case, residents must also be convinced that their neighbors are equally
willing to answer the call for assistance in neighborhood improvement.
Groups 2 and 4 are somewhat more likely than Groups 1 and 3 to report
feelings of confidence in their neighbors’ being equally prepared to join
them in neighborhood development. However, these differences could be
due to chance. , :

The third item in Table 4 builds into the theme of neighborhood ori-
entation through an assessment of the extent to which residents feel that
their neighbors would help them if they needed help. This item was inten-
tionally vague to allow respondents to define help as broadly or as nar-
rowly as they choose. The literature has documented the importance of
the feelings that others will come to your assistance (Silverman, 1986).
However, in this case, willingness to help could be defined by something
as mundane as child care. Much as expected, those who define quality of
life in the African American community to be good (Groups 2 and 4) are
more likely to feel that they would receive assistance from their neigh-
bors if they needed it. Further, those who view the Northeast community
as a ghetto of last resort (Group 1) were significantly less likely than those
who view the enclave as their community of choice (Group 4) to see their
neighbors coming to their assistance. In spite of these differences, Group
1 residents are more trusting of their neighbors than expected.

Physical appearance, or the visual image, is important to the well-being
of an area for many reasons. The physical appearance of an area gener-
ally indicates a degree of pride and feeling of ownership. There is also
evidence that the physical appearance of a neighborhood is related to
crime (Williams, 1985). It is argued that deteriorated neighborhoods invite
crime, because physical deterioration has symbolic meaning indicating
that neighbors do not care and are unwilling to defend their neighbor-
hood (Wilson & Kelling, 1982). The evidence found in Table 4 indicates
that there is a connection between perceptions of relative deprivation in
quality of life and feelings that neighbors are willing to take care of the
neighborhood. Those who view the Northeast community as a ghetto of
last resort (Group 1) are the least likely of any group to report that people
in their neighborhood are willing to take care of their property. In sharp
contrast, those who view the Northeast community as a place of refuge
(Group 2) are especially likely to view their neighbors as people who take
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care of their property. Generally, then, people who live in these ethnic
enclaves are concerned about the physical appearance of their neighbor-
hood, and those who feel that quality of life inside the enclave compares
well compared to the world outside are more likely to see their neighbors
as people who take care of their property.

Obviously, crime-related issues are some of the most immediate and
important quality-of-life concerns in low-income communities. Crime
also has critical linkages to community development. Communities that
are burdened with crime have little hope of attracting outside investment,
and the environment is not conducive to community development driven
by investment and support of residents. Community policing when
coupled with community development of low-income ethnic enclaves
has a great deal of potential for producing change and improving quality
of life (Glaser, Denhardt, & Grubbs, 1996). Unfortunately, low-income
minority communities commonly are plagued with crime and have a
history of troubled community—police relations, and the Northeast com-
munity is no exception. The Northeast community is one of four “targeted
communities” that were used to introduce community policing in the city
of Wichita. Approximately three years prior to this research, community
policing was initiated in targeted communities, including the Northeast
community. In spite of years of conflict between police and the Northeast
community, community policing has been well received. In addition
to community policing, city government supported the formation of a
nonprofit agency referred to as the Neighborhood Initiative to support
neighborhood development throughout the city but giving special atten-
tion to low-income neighborhoods such as those found in the Northeast
community. As a result, community police officers were able to call on the
Neighborhood Initiative, as well as other departments in city government
to support their community improvement efforts. These coordinated
efforts were able to stem the rising tide of crime in the Northeast
community.

Items five and six in Table 4 directly address crime-related concerns,
or, more specifically, fear of crime. Consistent with expectations, those
who feel that quality of life is good inside the Northeast community
(Groups 2 and 4) are more likely to indicate that their neighborhood is a
safe place to raise children and are less likely to define crime as being a
big problem in their community. In contrast, those who view the North-
east community as a ghetto of last resort (Group 1), and those feel that
qualify of life outside the enclave is better (Group 3), are particularly
likely to view crime in their neighborhood as a problem. Clearly, crime is
a primary quality-of-life issue and failure to address crime in a meaning-
ful way will thwart community development.

The last two items in the first section of Table 4 address the connection
between neighborhood and community discussed earlier. These items
assess the strength of the connection between neighborhood and com-
munity as they relate to quality of life and therefore community devel-
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opment. Consistent with expectations, there are strong connections
between neighborhood and community quality of life. Those who define
quality of life inside the Northeast community to be good (Groups 2 and
4) are much more likely to report that neighborhood quality of life is good.
Further, the two classes of residents that are positive about quality of life
in the Northeast community (Groups 2 and 4) are the least likely to indi-
cate that if they had the opportunity they would move from their neigh-
borhood. Interestingly, those who view the Northeast community as a
ghetto of last resort (Group 1) are particularly concerned about their
neighborhood and although they are not prepared to leave the Northeast
community, they are ready to move from their neighborhood. Clearly,
there are strong connections between how people feel about the neigh-
borhood in which they live and their views of quality of life in the overall
Northeast community.

The second section of Table 4 more directly assesses the strength of the
centrifugal and centripetal forces acting on the Northeast community. The
first item in this section generally assesses the extent to which knowledge
of others who have moved or who intend to move from the Northeast
community represents an important centrifugal pull on the respondent.
In this case, people may be more likely to consider moving if they feel
that others are similarly predisposed. Those who view the Northeast com-
munity as their community of choice (Group 4) are the least likely to
acknowledge an exodus from the community, while those who view the
enclave as a community of last resort (Group 1) are the most likely to
report that they know of individuals who have left or are considering
leaving.

The next two items assess the extent to which those who leave the
Northeast community lose a sense of allegiance or obligation for the well-
being for those who remain. Studies of immigration are replete with
examples of immigrant households who prosper economically and then
return to their ethnic community to assist others. However, the literature
provides few examples of African American households who are eco-
nomically successful who exit their ethnic enclave but remain connected
and committed to assisting to those who remain. In spite of this lack of
documentation in the literature, the evidence generally indicates that
community residents do not feel a strong sense of abandonment or dis-
connect with those who have elected to leave the community. Further,
feelings of abandonment and disconnect are not closely tied to assess-
ments of relative deprivation associated with quality of life. In general,
there is evidence that facilitators of community-development may be able
to enlist the support of those who no longer live in the Northeast
community.

Item four in the second section of Table 4 generally assesses the
strength of the centrifugal pull of suburban living. More specifically, this
item provides evidence of the extent to which residents tend to remain in
the Northeast community because of racial or cultural identity versus
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attachment to the community itself. The evidence generally indicates a
low propensity to move from the Northeast community to the suburbs
even in the case of an African American suburb. Group 2, those who feel
that quality of life in the Northeast community is superior to life outside,
is somewhat more inclined to leave the Northeast community in favor of
an African American suburban enclave. However, the difference could
simply be due to chance. In other words, residents of the Northeast com-
munity, with one possible exception, are not particularly inclined toward
suburban living even in the case of an African American suburb. Inter-
estingly, those who view the Northeast community as a ghetto of last
resort (Group 1) are no more interested in moving to an African Ameri-
can suburb than those who view the enclave as their community of choice.
Again, this points to the extreme frustration and hopelessness of those
who feel that they live in a ghetto of last resort (Group 1).

It is one thing to live in a community and quite another to invest in a
community. The last item in Table 4 focuses more directly on commitment
to community and is probably one of the most important indicators of the
viability of local government-sponsored community development. When
asked hypothetically if they had the money to build a new house, would
they build it in the Northeast community? Group 4 respondents, which
include approximately two-thirds of the responding African Americans,
were significantly more likely than all other groups except Group 2 to
_report a willingness to build in the Northeast community. John Levy
-(2000) identifies a trend associated with African Americans who desire to

move to suburbs but prefer suburban enclaves that are predominately
African American, or what he refers to as “self-segregation.” In contrast
to the trend identified by Levy, Group 4 respondents, the largest class of
residents, are significantly more likely to report that they would prefer to
reinvest in the Northeast community. Although there is no guarantee that
African Americans living in the Northeast community would actually
reinvest if given the opportunity, at the very least this finding represents
a strong commitment to community and points to the potential for com-
munity development. Clearly, Group 4, and probably Group 2, residents
see the enclave as a community of choice.

CONCLUSIONS

Local government-supported community development is a viable
poverty policy option if the residents of ethnic enclaves view the place
where they live as their community of choice. In contrast, government
should not compel citizens to stay in an urban enclave and to commit to
rebuilding a-community if most residents view the enclave as a ghetto of
last resort. Perceptions drive behavior, and in this case the perceptions of
residents of an enclave will be important to their decision about whether
to join with government to coproduce community improvement. Accord-
ingly, government decisions about whether community development is
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the appropriate intervention should be based more on the hopefulness
and the value residents assign to a place rather than the level of physical
deterioration of buildings. With this in mind, this research provides a
framework for an improved understanding of how residents of an urban
enclave view the place where they live. Although the classification system
provided here is crude, it does demonstrate the importance of moving
beyond stereotypical views of minority communities. Assumptions that
similarities in race and socioeconomic position necessarily constitute a
community have led to the wasteful use of limited public funds. It is
important for government to look through the eyes of the citizens they
serve to better understand how citizens see the world in which they live.
The classification system employed here uses a conceptional framework
associated with relative deprivation in quality of life to classify residents
of an urban enclave. Views of life inside the enclave are contrasted with
views of life outside the enclave to form the classification. This classifi-
cation system provides insight about commitment to the enclave and,
consequently, propensity to join with local government to coproduce
community improvements. The discussion that follows provides a brief
summary of the four classifications and their meaning in light of com-
munity development.

Ghetto of Last Resort—The first and most troubling class of residents con-
sider the Northeast community to be a ghetto of last resort (Group 1).
These residents have a dim view of quality of life inside and outside the
Northeast community but remain in the community because they feel that
they have few options. Although the reported household income of
Group 1 residents is not significantly lower than that of other classes, they
are more likely than any other class of residents to report that their house-
hold is not meeting their economic expectations. Adding to their views
of economic woes, these residents also have a bleak view of employment
opportunity. This class of residents further distinguishes itself from other
classes in that these residents also hold an extremely dim view of race
relations in the world outside their enclave.

While perceptions of economic deprivation and race-related conditions
provide an important understanding of the breach between a class of res-
idents and the world outside, measures related to neighborhood and com-
munity orientation are more directly germane to support for community
development. Group 1 residents paint a particularly bleak picture of the
neighborhood and community in which they live. They view their neigh-
borhood as a place of dilapidated properties and crime. They view them-
selves as willing contributors to neighborhood improvement, and they
are not convinced that their neighbors are equally willing to work to
improve the neighborhood. Similar to their position on neighborhood,
this class of residents has limited overall allegiance to the Northeast
community.

Unless there are dramatic changes in the lives of Group 1 citizens, their
future is sealed. This class of residents will not be easily engaged, and in
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some cases their actions may actually work against community develop-
ment. When individuals lose hope, or become angry about their
socioeconomic standing, they are more likely to engage in behavior
that works against personal and community well-being. Generally speak-
ing, the larger the class of citizens who view the enclave where they live
as a ghetto of last resort, the less likely community development will be
an effective tool for addressing poverty. Fortunately for the Northeast
community, relatively few (Group 1, 12.9%) view it as a ghetto of last
resort.

Community of Choice—In sharp contrast to the previous class of residents,
approximately two-thirds of the respondents feel that life inside the
Northeast community is comparable to life outside and choose to remain
in the enclave, making it their community of choice (Group 4). This class
of residents is committed to the neighborhoods in which they live as well
as the overall Northeast community. This commitment appears to be less
about race and more about place. Those who view the Northeast com-
munity as their community of choice are not ready to exchange their
friendships and social networks in favor of life in the suburbs even in the
case of an African American suburb. In other words, the bonds of com-
munity are not limited to the bonds of race.

Commitment to neighborhood and community is the foundation of
community development, and this research provides some important
clues about the nature of that commitment. The findings demonstrate
the importance of the connection between community policing and
community development. Residents who view the Northeast community
as their community of choice are more likely to report that their neigh-
borhood is safe for children and are somewhat less likely to view crime
as a big problem in their neighborhood. Community development and
community policing both emphasize the importance of changing the
physical appearance of the neighborhood, and consistent with this
understanding, this class of residents is also likely to report they live in
a neighborhood in which their neighbors take care of their property. Gen-
erally, then, those who view the Northeast community as their commu-
nity of choice do so in part because of their positive feeling about their
neighborhood.

It is important to note that the Northeast community faced growing
crime and gang activity in the early 1990s. In response, in 1994 city gov-
ernment in Wichita initiated community policing and neighborhood
development programming in four “Targeted Communities,” including
the Northeast community. With the support of Wichita city government,
an independent organization, the “Neighborhood Initiative” was formed.
Although it is difficult to estimate quality-of-life improvements associated
with community policing and the Neighborhood Initiative, they were
well received by the Northeast community. Recent research that examines
the perceptions of residents of the Northeast community and members of
the Wichita Police Department who worked with the Northeast commu-
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nity clearly indicates that both residents and police feel that progress has
been made in terms of community—police relations and public safety
(Glaser, Williams, & Goines, 2002).

In many ways, the most important indicator of commitment to com-
munity and an important ingredient of quality of life is housing. Housing
policy is an important element of poverty policy in general and commu-
nity development in particular because it directly impacts quality of life
and is an important symbol of neighborhood and community well-being.
Obviously, willingness to invest in a house is a powerful indicator of com-
mitment to community and the potential for community development.
Unfortunately, low-income African American households commonly do
not have the resources that would allow them to make housing-related
investments. However, when posed a hypothetical question this class of
residents was more likely than any other group to report that if they had
the money they would build their new home in the Northeast commu-
nity. Clearly, this class of citizens is the mainstay of community and com-
munity development, and local government would be well advised to
build on the allegiance of this class of citizens. Those who see the North-
east as their community of choice have quality-of-life priorities that focus
on friends, family, and neighbors. Local government would be ill advised
to employ a community development strategy in low-income ethnic
enclaves in which few residents see it as their community of choice.

Place of Refuge—A second source of resident support for community
development is members of the enclave who see the Northeast commu-
nity as a place of refuge (Group 2). Less than 2% of residents interviewed
hold a more positive view of life inside the Northeast community com-
pared to life outside. While Group 4 residents may be the mainstay of
community development, Group 2 residents potentially add to this base
of support. This class of residents either feels that social networks are
more important than material gains associated with the outside world or
they see the outside world as a hostile environment for one reason or
another. Comparatively speaking, this class of residents is doing as well
as or better than any other group in terms of education and household
income. Those who see the Northeast community as a place of refuge are
more likely than any other group to report that they are meeting or
exceeding their economic expectations. This class of citizens has concerns
about race and how they are received by the world outside the enclave
although they are not as concerned as residents who see the enclave as a
ghetto of last resort.

Clearly, the social bonds of neighborhood are tied to views of the
Northeast community as a place of refuge. This class of residents has as
much or more confidence in their neighbors as any class of residents. They
trust their neighbors to take care of their property and thus protect their
property investments, and they see their neighborhood as a safe place to
live. In spite of what appears to be a strong allegiance to the Northeast
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community, there is some evidence that Group 2 residents are as com-
mitted to race as place. This class of residents appears to be somewhat
more susceptible to the pulls of suburbia and would move to an African
American suburb. In any case, those who view their community as a place
of refuge are expected to be important contributors to community devel-
opment but may abandon the urban enclave if presented with an African
American suburban alternative.

Exit and Direct Integration—The last class of citizens (Group 3) view
quality of life outside the enclave as superior to life inside, and, accord-
ingly, they would be best served through poverty policy designed to facil-
itate their exit from the Northeast community and direct integration into
the broader community of Wichita. Nearly a fifth of the respondents
(18.7%) fit this description. These residents also have the educational
background that will allow them to exit the community when presented
with the opportunity. The potential loss of this class of residents is impor-
tant in that it potentially represents a “brain drain” from the Northeast
community. There are a host of considerations that contribute to the
propensity of this class of residents to leave the Northeast community.
For example, they do not have a strong allegiance to neighbors and neigh-
borhood and they have concerns about neighborhood crime. In spite of
their concerns about race relations in the broader community, they are not
overly interested in moving to an African American suburb. While there
may be actions that could be taken to strengthen their commitment to the
Northeast community, clearly this class of residents would be best served
through programming that supported direct integration into the broader
community.

In conclusion, this research demonstrates the importance of a contin-
gency approach to community development and warns against presup-
positions about those living in ethnic enclaves. African American enclaves
have origins that include prejudice, discrimination, and segregation.
However, the origins of these urban enclaves is less important than the
values of the current residents. Poverty policy that disregards the context
of the community risks ineffectiveness at best, and at worst may further
degrade quality of life by interfering with important social networks.
Ethnic enclaves have a unique mix of residents, and a better understand-
ing of the mix associated with a particular enclave holds important clues
about how government can best respond to the concerns of poverty.
Further, the forces acting on a particular enclave are expected to be
dynamic in nature. Accordingly, we must be prepared to adjust poverty
policy based on changes in community context. We can no longer afford
development policy that fails to recognize the unique and dynamic char-
acter associated with each ethnic enclave.

Differences in opportunity associated with race can be erased only
through real changes in social and economic positioning (Levitan &
Miller, 1992). Community development can be an effective model for
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assembling resources to produce meaningful change, but it assumes that
residents are committed to community. Clearly, the vast majority of the
residents remain in the Northeast community not because it is a ghetto
of last resort but because it is a community of choice. Even if their eco-
nomic status would fortuitously change, many of the African Americans
interviewed would likely elect to remain as residents of the Northeast
community. Although race is an important reason why African Ameri-
cans remain in ethnic enclaves, however, those who are most committed
to the Northeast community stay out of choice rather than race.
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