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Neighborhood Regeneration: The State of the Art

Planned intervention in distressed neighborhoods has been a key planning issue
throughout the current century in many countries on both sides of the Atlantic. The
purpose of this article, which is based on 20 years of research, teaching, and practical
involvement with neighborhood regeneration projects, is to learn the lessons of decades
of experience by means of comparative analysis of programs and research works. A
byproduct of this learning process is a fairly rich list of relevant references (in English)
from countries in North America and Europe. In conclusion, theoretical propositions
and constructive proposals for a new era in neighborhood regeneration policies are
proposed for use by researchers and practitioners.

While public intervention in distressed neighborhoods can be traced back to the
1800s,' it was not until the 1930s in the United Kingdom and the late 1940s in the
United States that governments entered the poorest neighborhoods on a massive
scale. This is where our survey starts. In the following section, the history of
deliberate intervention in slum areas is divided into three successive periods: the
bulldozer era, the neighborhood rehabilitation era, and the revitalization of the
central city. Each is viewed as a generation of neighborhood remedies, a term
borrowed from the field of computer sciences. The use of this rerm assists in
analyzing the components of policy, key players, modes of operation, and their
results, which were different in each generation. All three appeared in both the
U.K. and the U.S. as well as in several other Western countries, although not at
exactly the same time nor along precisely the same lines.

M FirsT GENERATION: THE BULLDOZER ERA

Physical Determinatism

Massive slum clearance started in Britain wich the 1930 Greenwood Act of the
Labor party—the first to introduce exchequer subsidies for slum clearance. The
Greenwood Act placed a statutory obligation on local authorities to relocate displaced
households. It was hoped that the slum problem would be solved within five years
(Short 1982, 35-36). More than 250,000 houses were demolished or closed during the
1930s in England and Wales, and abour 1.25 million occupants were rehoused.
However, when the number of slum areas was counted for the programs of 1939, it
was the same as the number of 1933 (Gibson and Langstaft 1982, 24-25). Then
World War II halted the momentum of clearance and rehousing,

In 1954 a renewed attack on the problem of slums in Britain was given a revised
legal framework. With a Conservative government in power, the interests of the privace
sector played an important role in promulgation of the Greenwood Act and subse-
quent operations. In the face of threatened industrial and social unrest and the
declining profitability of private rentals, the government assumed responsibility for the
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housing conditions of the English working class. An end to

slums was promised once again, this time to be based on a

combination of clearance (demolition and closure, 25,000 to

60,000 units a year) and 100,000 o 150,000 new units of

public residential construction a year, which was to be
primarily council housing (Shore 1982, 45).

While the government of Britain was seriously trying to
cope with poverty and the housing problems of the poor,
congressmen in the U.S. still tended to believe that the poor
“are living in shacks and hovels because God made them
unable to carn more” (Bellush and Hausknecht 1967, 9). In
1937, tollowing the Great Depression and the New Deal,
Congress passed the Low Rent Housing Bill, which enabled
the federal government to lend money to local public housing
agencies. Section 1 of this Act made the construction of the
first U.S. public housing projects possible. A new U.S,
Housing Authority was established, but it emphasized slum
clearance, without a simultaneous large-scale building
program. Consequently, the main result of 1ts activity was to
reduce the supply of inexpensive housing (Bauer 1953),

A great change was expected with the passing of the U.S,
Housing Act of 1949, which declared that it was a public
responsibility to rehouse displaced families in decent, safe, and
sanitary dwellings within their financial means (Slayton 19606,
192). While some construction of housing for below-average
households followed the Act, its main objective was to revive
old city centers in order to strengthen the rax base of big city
governments and serve the interests of private developers, The
typical urban renewal project was a large-scale operation for
the demolition of old residential areas, often populared by
minority groups, especially blacks; then came a slow process of
redevelopment, of using the vacant land for new roads, for
commercial purposes, and sometimes also for housing, Seldom
was the new housing built for those who were forced to leave
their houses; in most cases the target population was the
middle and upper-middle class. Between 1949 and 1964, only
.05 percent of all federal expenditures for urban renewal were
spent on the relocation of families and individuals, or 2

percent, if payments to businesses were included (Gans 1967,
468). Greer (1965, 3) put it in an easy-to-remember summary:
“Ata cost of more than three billion dollars, the Urban
Renewal Agency has succeeded in materially reducing the
supply of low-cost housing in American cities.”

There were significant differences between the Bricish and
American policies and programs of the 1950s and the greater
part of the 1960s. In Britain, urban renewal activities were
controlled by public authorities; the British programs covered
many more houses and houscholds and, most importantly,
arranged for the rehousing of most of those forced out of their
substandard houses. In contrast, many urban renewal pro-
grams in the U.S. were governed by private developers. As a
consequence, renters were thrown our of their residences (with
30 days advance notice) and often forced into other slum
areas. Despite these differences, the slum clearance policies of
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the bulldozer era prompted similar criticism in the two
countries (Wilmott and Young 1957; Gans 1962; Fried 1966,
Hartman 1971; Parker 1973; English et al. 1976). On both
sides of the Atlantic, the officials responsible for the clearance
method were accused of disregard for the high psychological
costs of forced relocation and of destroying the social fabric of
healthy communities in the older parts of the cities. Critics
also accused the housing officials of failing to communicate
with the relocated residencs, let alone enabling them to
participate in decisions regarding their lives. In cases involving
public housing, the planners were blamed for building
inhuman large blocks, which were unsuitable for family life,
especially that of big, poor families,

The UK. and U.S. were not alone in using the bulldozer
approach to neighborhood renewal during this period, and the
criticism was echoed in other counties as well. Similar voices
were raised in Canada, where an urban renewal program
included 48 projects from 1948 to 1968. A limited number of
dwelling units was built, “replacing the built environment with
freeways, commercial buildings, and public institutional uses”
(Carter 1991, 10). In France, the criticism was directed at the
“modernization after clearance” approach to urban renewal
from 1958 t0 1975 (Priemus and Metselaar 1992). In Israel,
the “clearance and construction” law of 1965 was charged with
concentrating relocated poor families in multistory housing
complexes which soon created a new slum (Alexander 1988).

Indeed, many urban renewal projects not only provided
opportunities for displaying models of bright future cities of
glass, steel, and concrete, bur also served vital urban functions
(Sanders 1980). However, their long-term economic and
social costs were usually roo high. Hence, even though some
demolition of old buildings is considered necessary, the
bulldozer method as a leading strategy of urban regeneration
has been disqualified wherever it was adopred,

W SECOND GENERATION: NEIGHBORHOOD REHAR

Emphasizing Social Problems and Remedics

The critics of the bulldozer clearance schemes had an
impact on policies, resulting in “softer” approaches, Tn the
U.S., several amendments to the U.S. Housing Act were
enacted (1954, 1959, 1964, 1967, 1974) that provided public
assistance for rehabiliration as opposed to total demolition of
existing dwellings. Rehabilitation as a percentage of total
federally subsidized housing production (in number of units)
gradually grew from 6.5 percent in the early 1960s to 10.4
percent in 1970 and 21.6 percent in 1980, thereafter decreas-
ing once again (Listokin 1983). In addition, doors gradually
opened to activities in areas other than housing, such as
creating better job opportunities, as part of a renewal project
(Slayton 1966, 193-194). Tn Britain during the 1960s, owner-
occupiers frequently took advantage of improvement grants
that were available in principle since 1949, although landlords

“seldom used them for rencal units (Short 1982, 45). Bur it was
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not until the end of the 1960s that a turning point in the
evolution of area-targeted policies was 1'cachccl. .

The turning point in both the U.S. and Britain occurred
with the “rediscovery of poverty.” For about two (lec;idcs after
Wotld War II, people tended to believe that economic groujth
would solve all material problems. Bur Michael Hal‘1‘iiigt011 s
book, 7he Other America (1962), and several academic

ublications in Britain of the late 1960s, well presented by
Cullingworth (1973), provided hard facts to the contrary: In
the midst of a generally affluent sociecyl, m:lmy 11i11110115 were
living in degrading poverty. The combmanon_ol accclcralt‘cd {
economic growth, ideological openness to social proposals, and
some cultural and political changes (Hays 1985) });i\-'cd the
way for the deep public intervention that characrenz.ed the
second generation of housing programs. The following _
comparative international analysis looks at Sem.nd generanc.ml
programs in the U.S., UK., other Western nations, and Israel.

United States

In 1964, the Johnson Administration in the U.S. C[‘Eiltt?(l
the Office of Economic Opportunity and declared t]le. We]i'
on Poverty.” This happened against a background of civil
rights movement activity, the idealism brolught by Ken.necly
and his followers to Washington, and the innocent belief that
problems could be solved by a combinacion ?f reason, energy,
and good will (Haar 1975, 52). The goc?d—\.wll program, iwtli )
its famous requirement for “maximum feasible participation of
the residents of the areas and the members of the groups
served,” did not succeed in preventing the urban riots of the
middle 1960s. The reaction of the Administration was the
Model Cities program, enacted in 1966 and aimed at ‘
demonstrating how upgrading of neighborhoods was possible.
Responsibility for the new program was given to the new
governmental department of Housing and Urban Dcvclcipr
ment (HUD; for its story see Bratt and Keating 1993). The
program intended to provide sufficient resources to target areas
(a ratio of 80 percent federal contribution to 20 percent local
payment), to coordinate a comprehensivc ;1ppr0e1cl‘i to [l‘ie
problems of poverty areas and to mobilize local leadership and
initiative (Faar 1975, 45-48; Keyes 1969, 228-234). Only a
small share of the Model Cities program expenditures in its
Seven years of existence were incurred for housing improve-
ment; the bulk of the $2.3 billion went for projects in
education, health, manpower training, economic devgtlop-
ment, public safety, recreation, and miscellaneous social
services (Frieden and Kaplan 1975, 259).

The planning profession in the U.S. undeiwei]r importzint
changes in the 1960s. Planners, especially those in academia,
seemed to believe that if only they were given the chance, they
could produce the desired cll:mge in American cities {(Frieden
1964). The Model Cities program gave them their chance. As
Haar (1975, 204) described it, all the buzzwords of the .
Planlling profession were to be found in its ini[ial guidelines,
trms such as a fine discrimination between objectives and goals,
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a sequential, rational process, system planning, c'aam'i;m{mn; and
institutional change. Haar also comments that “the effort began
to resemble a restructuring of a planning curriculum rather
than an effort to guide city actions” (205). Unfortunately,
these fine concepts did not result in success. Several observers
said that the blame should be put on the U.S. Congress; by
expanding the number of Model Cicies awards, at first to 66
and later to 150 and higher (Hall, 1988, 262), the program
was diluted at the outset and insufficiently funded. Ochers
argued chat the program was “too theoretical” and jeopardized
lw:irs own rules and regulations (Wood 1990, 63). Indeed,
dherswetesote achievements (Kaplan and Cuciti 1986;
Wood 1990), but as Frieden and Kaplan (1975, 234)
concluded: “The gap between promise and performance was

conspicuously large” (234).

Great Britain

During the early 1970s, the improvement of older homesﬁ
and their environment became the dominant component of
urban rehabilitation in Britain, The common slogan was “old
houses into new homes.” The Housing Act of 1969 intro-
duced General Improvement Areas (GGIAs). In addition to
grants for dwelling renovations, limited funds were made
available for environmental improvements such as the
restoration of alleys, tree planting, landscaping schemes, and
provision of parking spaces. By the end of 1973, there were
733 GlAs in England and Wales, comprising 223,000
dwellings (Wood 1991, 51).

Following a sharp critique of the renewal system (Mason
1977), the Housing Act of 1974 was intended to declare
improvement work as a substitute for (rather than a cloiii ple-
ment to) slum clearance in Britain, and to target subsidies for
specific households and properties most in need. It also
introduced Housing Action Areas (HAAs), small areas .
showing poor physical conditions combined with housmg—
related indicators of social stress such as multiple occupation,
overcrowding, and single-person households. By micl—l‘)flﬂ,
more than 500 HAAs were designated in England, covering
approximately 173,000 dwellings; abouc a Il]ll‘(‘l‘ of tl]t’.s(.f \vei"e

improved, but this represented just 1 percent of the‘ entire pre-
1919 inventory of dwellings (Gibson and Langstaff 1982, 136-
137; Murie 1990, 46-49; Wood 1991, 53-56).

Gibson and Langstaft (1982, Ch. 5) describe the amip.ov-
erty programs of Britain of the 1960s and 1970s as 1:c's.ul_tmg
mainly from the rediscovery of the large numbers of victims ?f
“muldple deprivation” within Britisl} society, l)u[ they also cite
U.S. experience as a source of ideas for rcinlcdlcs.. C_on.cepis
developed by U.S. planners—such as positive {lllscrlmmation,
community development, and citizen participation wcre(
incorporated into British policies. In the decade of 1968-1977,
a series of experimental projects was implemented by several

governmental departments in partnership with various local
authorities, and the Urban Programme was provided with a
legislative basis. By the end of 1975, some 3,750 projects had
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been approved ar a cost of £34 million. The most interesting

and influential among them were the Community Develop-
ment Projects, which identified key issues in selected
neighborhoods, such as housing, education, employment,
and welfare rights, around which residents could organize.
They fostered community development by applying their
funds to small-scale, community-controlled projects to help
meet identified needs, and assisted residents’ groups in
campaigning for GIA investments in their neighborhoods
(Gibson and Langstaff 1982, 153). GIA was the main
governmental program for improving housing and physical
environment in deprived areas at the time. Thus, we have
here a rare example—in the British context—of housing
improvement projects and programs concerned with social
problems administered simultaneously in the same deterio-
rating urban areas.

International Comparison

The main difference between reports of the second

generation of neighborhood intervention policies in the U.S,

and Britain lies in the degree of comprehensiveness of the
programs. While Model Cities in the U.S. was aimed at
tackling both physical and social problems in its selected
areas, the British usually created specific projects to deal
with housing deficiencies and other programs to treat
combinations of social problems in the same areas. As
Alterman (1991, 215) points out, many of the European
regeneration programs were unisectorial and focused solely,
or at least mainly, on physical renovation of housing and
infrastructure. This was generally true of Sweden, Denmark,
Holland, and the Federal Republic of Germany (except in
rare cases, such as those described by Schmoll 1991, 103-
104), in addition to the United Kingdom,

Orther countries, however, including Canada, France, and
Israel, followed the comprehensive model of the U.S, The
Neighborhood Improvement Program of Canada, which
was enacted in 1973 and implemented in 479 neighbor-
hoods in 322 municipalities, sought to place the emphasis
on repair of existing buildings and selective clearance, on
providing funds for social and community purposes and
improvements to public structures, and on formalizing a
role for resident participation (Lyon and Newman 1986;
Carter 1991, 11). The Neighborhood Social Development
policy of France was established in 1981, extended to 150
neighborhoods all over the country and aimed at simulta-
neously addressing all problems affecting the daily life of
residents: housing, education, social integration, job
creation, vocational training, health, culture, and recreation.
[ts ambitious objectives included the establishment of
broad-based partnerships, active resident participation, and
integrated improvement strategies (Tricart 1991). A similar
comprehensive and integrated approach was adopred by
Project Renewal, Israel’s national program for neighborhood
rehabilitation.

C‘(H‘mgn

Israel’s Project Renewal: A Model Case

[srael’s Project Renewal started in 1976, was announced
as a national program in 1977, and began spending consider-
able funds in selected neighborhoods in 1979, It gradually
encompassed 90 neighborhoods across the councry, with ar
least one neighborhood in almost every city or town. By the
mid-1980s, more than 600,000 people lived in neighborhoods
that were part of Project Renewal, 13 percent of Istael’s then
4.5 million citizens.” In the mid-1990s, the project is still alive,
even though its budget has been gradually reduced in the last
decade.

Unlike urban renewal efforts in most other countries,
Project Renewal did not aim at a more productive use of
urban land, nor at bettering the housing stock or increasing
the tax base of the municipality. Its goals were social in nature:
to reduce social and economic disparities in Istaeli society and
to raise the status of the project neighborhoods. The Project
Renewal planners were familiar with the history and criticism
of the first generation of neighborhood programs and with the
lessons of the failure of Model Cities. In addition, they had
their own bad experience with a clearance and construction
program in the 1960s. Drawing on the accumulated experi-
ence, they selected the following six operating principles:
integrated social and physical rehabilitation; directing
resources to needy neighborhoods, rather than individuals or
households; avoiding relocation of residents and demolition of
buildings; decentralization and resident participation; intensive
and temporary action; and implementation through existing
institutions (for details and racionale, see Carmon and Hill
1988). The sum of $960 million was spent in the project
neighborhoods in 1978-1990; half was invested in housing
and infrastruccure and half in social services.

Project Renewal is interesting both because it was an
attempt to realize the dreams of planners of the time (not only
Israelis) and because it was the subject of an extraordinary
evaluation effort. An International Evaluation Committee of
Project Renewal commissioned about a dozen studies of
various aspects of the project (Spiro 1991), in addition to the
many studies of specific neighborhoods and programs.> Two
large-scale evaluation studies were conducted in the 1980s.
These two deserve special atrention because of their rigorous-
ness, the wealth of their findings, and the lessons that can be
drawn from them.

The researchers of the first comprehensive evaluation study
of Project Renewal used the Integrated Evaluation methodol-
ogy (Alterman, Carmon, and Hill 1984), which is most
appropriate for evaluating a program with such broad
objectives. The methodology was administered in 10 neigh-
borhoods, carefully selected to represent the then 70 project
neighborhoods. A researcher visited each of the 10 neighbor-
hoods at least twice a week throughout the period of two and a
half years and collected qualitative and quantitative informa-
tion by a variety of methods: repeated interviews with local
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informants, systematic observations, analysis of available
documents and surveys, a special survey of all the elementary
schools and a general household survey conducted in the
homes of 1,600 families in the 10 neighborhoods (Carmon
1989; Alterman and Churchman 1991).

The overall conclusion of the first comprehensive evaluation
study was that Project Renewal succeeded in improving the
living conditions of many of the residents in its neighbor-
hoods. In the field of housing (Hovav 1990), the average rate
of owner-occupiers rose from 45 percent to about 65 percent
(the rate was 73 percent for Israel as a whole); close to 50
percent of residents benefitted from exterior renovation of
their buildings; and the dwellings of 15 percent of the
households were enlarged, often considerably, through public-
individual partership.® In the area of education, 90 percent of
elementary school children, 75 percent of kindergarten age
(three- to five-year-olds) and 25 percent of infants and toddlers
(younger than three) benefitted at least from one of the
programs supported by the projecc. Community centers,
libraries, sport clubs etc. were constructed and equipped and
attracted considerable activity {Carmon and Hill 1988).> On
the whole, Project Renewal studies concluded that the
program succeeded in bringing the living conditions in most
of the designated neighborhoods closer to the standards
acceptable in Israel at chat time.

The null hypothesis of the second study was that Project
Renewal improved the status of its neighborhoods and made
them more attractive, The chosen method was a before-and-
after cross-sectional analysis of an experimental group (all the
project neighborhoods) and a carefully selected control group
of neighborhoods (200,000 houscholds in total). The data
were analyzed by means of contingency tables and a series of
fegression analyses (Carmon and Baron 1994). The findings
showed significant positive changes in the dependent variables
of status and actractiveness. However, the null hypothesis was
not supported because the improvements were close to equal
in the experimental and the control group and therefore could
not be attributed to Project Renewal. Several explanations
wete suggested for these findings, but the main one is rooted
in unrealistic expectations of the planners and the researchers
of Project Renewal,

Taking the conclusions of the two evaluation studies into
consideration, lesson number one is that second generation
Programs, where actually implemented {as in the case of
Project Renewal), can contribute to the quality of life of their
Wrget populations, as measured by the quality of their housing
and community services. The second lesson is that such
Programs chat oppose changes in the neighborhood popula-
tion (either relocation or gentrification), cannot, by their very
Nature, have the added value of raising the stacus of their target
dteas. We should have learned by now that the status of a
tesidential area is determined mainly by the socioeconomic
$tus of ics residencs, which is a much more powerful

Cerminant than housing conditions and the level of lacal
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services. Long ago, Walter Firey (1947) taught his readers
that the image of a neighborhood is mainly dependent not
on its instrumental qualities, but rather on its being
perceived as an appropriate place of living for respectable
people. Many years later, Varady provided empirical supporc
for Firey’s theory when he found that concerns abour public
services did not play a decisive role in affecting residential
mobility (Varady 1983).

Does this lead to the conclusion that no planned interven-
tion in a neighborhood can change its status? This question is
the focus of the last part of this article, following a discussion
of third generation programs.

B THIRD GENERATION: CENTRAL CITY REVITALIZATION

A Businesslike Approach

The economic slowdown of the 1970s and the changes it
caused in public opinion and local and national politics were
the background of the emergence of new approaches to public
policies in general and urban regeneration in particular, They
developed at a time in which the idea of private-sector control
became popular, not only because of the scarcity of public
resources but also because it could be backed by research
findings. Its supporters could cite various evaluation studies of
public programs, the general conclusion of which was that
“nothing works” (Gibson and Prathes 1977), Murray’s
analysis in Losing Ground (1984), for example, concluded chat
the good intentions of government with regard to fighting
poverty only succeeded in creating more poor individuals and
families.

The third generation approach, with its emphasis on
economic development, is relared both to the reduction in
public involvement and to an unexpected change in the
spontaneous development of large city centers. Following
decades of decline and of research explaining ics irreversibilicy
(without massive public intervention), small private inves-
tors—households and small businesses—as well as big private
investors—developers and banks—discovered promising
apportunities in these centers and started investing in
rehabilitating and renewing them.

Thus, the third generation of remedies for urban deteriora-
tion is characterized by free market enterprise that partly
substitutes for public involvement. As could be expected, this
trend has gone further in the U.S., where “a rapid federal
withdrawal from community development and other urban
problems” was identified (Hays 1985, 238), but it has reached
Europe as well, starting in the U.K. and spreading into the
Netherlands, Germany, and other countries.

The various strategies of the third generation can be divided
into two main groups: public-individual partnerships (my term)
and public-private partmerships (a leading current buzzword).
The first term stands for cases in which investments by
individual households and small businesses are supplemented
directly (subsidized loans) or indirectly {special regulations,



















