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- ABSTRACT

In this study, the number of dollars per capita in
Federal poverty programs obtained by a city by June 30,
1966 is an indicator of the capacity of the community
to mobilize to gain external resources. For the 676
cities over 25,000 population in 1960, this dependent
variable is correlated with a series of independent
variables: bureaucratization, political structure, the
needs of the population (educational, income, and
occupational level) and social heterogeneity (nonwhite
composition and ethnicity). Cities with more bureauc-
ratized, 'nonreform" governments, and with needy,
heterogeneous populations, were .found to have secured
more poverty dollars. But, the sheer size of a city
and its age (as measured by the decade it reached
10,000 population) were also associated with the
mobilization measure even after the "effects' of the
other variables were removed statistically by means
of regression analysis. The argument is advanced that
size and age are crude indicators of the number of
"centers of power" in a city and of the quality and
quantity of exchanges of resources between those
centers of power, Such exchange relationships are
termed "interfaces.'" Greater numbers of centers of
power and greater numbers of interfaces contribute to
the ability of a city to mobilize by increasing the
amount of information in the community political
system. The literature on interorganizational
relationships and community power structure is con~.
sidered in relation to this theory. '



COMMUNITY STRUCTURE AND MOBILIZATION:
. THE CASE OF THE WAR ON POVERTY

Studles of éommhnity power have had at least two major deficien-
cies: 1) an excessive focus upon the degree of centralization=--whether
or not a single group of men makes most major contemporéry government
decisions, and 2) a lack of concern with the capacity of the‘community
to make decisions--what is actually accomplished by those holding power
in providing community welfare, services, innovations in amenities, and

the like. We shall call this capacity the degree of mobilization of

the.community. ‘The two deficiencies are linked .in the sense that the
parties to the dispute over centralization have implicitly assumed that
| once they had located those who held power they had also discovered
the nature and character of community mobilization. Althouéh it might
seem to follow aimost by definition that holding power would mean
getting things done, the research methods used'by all of the elitist-
pluralist debaters have not in fact included any systematic measures of
poiicy outputs, Regafdless of whether panels of informaht84werévaéked
"who runs this town," or whether participants in a series of decision-
making events weré asked what they and others actually did, in almost
no case has there been an investigation of the consequences for the
community of holding power or making a decision.

.In this‘paper ﬁg'suggest that quite a different modél'of community
decision making thén‘one based on the dimension of centralization of
power may be more aﬁprﬁpriate for understanding part of what really .

happens in American cities. We suggest that when trying to explain



community mobilization, a theory of the mutual coordination of centers
of power 1ﬁ a community, deVeloping over time sets of relationships
involving exchanges of valued resources, relationships which we shall
call “interfaces," 4is a better starting point. Our data are based on
the Federal dollars obtained for poverty programs by the 676 American

cities over 25,000 in population in 1960,

POWER AND COMMUNITY MOBILIZATION

) Whilé seldom explicitly stated in the literature, the assumption
has been that groups holding power could get theif1way--by definition-=
and: therefore that it was not necessary to test the relationship between
power and mobilization. But the controversy over centralization has
concealed an implicit and important disagreement, Floyd Hunter (1953)
asserted that the "crowds" in Regional City composed of economic leaders
could accomplish what they wanted, and that other groups had to work
through. them or were powerless. But Robert Dahl (1961) found in New
Haven that a diversity of groups could participate in decision making,
with no single group exercising decisive veto power or alone possessing
the: capacity to get important things done.

What might seem the plausible inference that centralization of

power  léads to more decision outputs is thus ambiguous in theory. It
is also contradicted by the scanty empirical literature, with one seem=
ing exception, Amos Hawley's (1963) article on urban renewal, Crain
and Roéenth51;(1967) found that high SOciOeconOmié status populations
were more powerful vis-a-vis local governments, which led to "contro-

versy, decentralization of decision-making power, and a tendency toward



immobility on the part of the éovernment." They studied a wide variety
of issues: urban reﬁéWal, school desegregation, bond refereﬁda, fluor«~
idation controvefsiés, political party structures, Negro voter regis~
tration in the South, election contests, and civil rights movements.

Hawléy's (1963)'§tudy found that a low ratio of managers, offi-
cials and proprietors to the total population (the MOP rgtio, used as
an indicator of centralization of power) was associated with more action
on urban renewal;Athus centralization was associated with more decision
outputs. We shall éomment‘on Hawley's findings later, since this
inconsistency is mofé apparent than real,

On the other‘hahd, Lineberry andeowler (1967) found that cities
with "reformist" political structures--the presumébly more centralized
institutions of cityAmanager, nonpartisan and at-large elections--were
likely to both sﬁen& and tax less than unreformed cities, and thus, 1f
we can assume that spending and taxing are appropriate decision=-outputs,
centralization led to lower outputs.

~ The ambiguity of the literaﬁure is matched by some inconsistencies
of theoretical explanation. Terry N. Clark (1968) hasvﬁypothesized
that decentraliza£i§n of a community decision-méking stru;tqre should

lead to lower outputs, because there is little coordination between

sectors of the community, unless "integrative mechanisms' are established.

He finds that the’eiistence of reformist political institutions (city
manager, nonpartisgnuand at-large elections) is highly-cofrelated with
centralizatioﬁ of ﬁhe decision-making structure. Yet he argues that
the same political institutions provide the integrative meébanisms which

compensate for decentralization, providing some coordination between



séctors of the ¢dmmunity. Logically, the same institutions cannot lead
to centréliiéd ﬁﬁtﬁerns of decision making and also’ act as mechanisms
which offset the'negative consequences»of.decentralization for decision-
outputs., It seéﬁs_clear that an adequate theory of community decisien
miaking must éxplicitly include some factors other than centralization.

It is possible to use the existing studies of communities to develop
a qualitative characterization of centralization of power from the data
given in the studies themselves. One of the present authors (Aiken, 1969)
has characterized the power structures of 31 communities as being either
pyramidal, factional, coalitional or amorphous, and has correlated the
type of power structure with a variety of policy outputs--the develop=-
ment of poverty programs, urban renewal, and low-rent housing--all
financed by Federal funds, Essentially the findings were that the
more decentralized the community--the greater the diffusion of power=--
the more poverty, urban renewal, and low-rent housing funds had been
obtained., This contradicts Hawley's interpretation of his data, and is
consistent with the pluralist inference about the consequences of decen=-
tralization.

But the relationship between decentralization of power and the
mobilization of a community is a relatively weak one, Correlations
between power structure and indicators of community mobilization ranged
from .16 to .43 (Aiken, 1969).

The thé§retica1 and empirical literature has thus not yet brought
the question of the consequences of centralization of power inte sharp
definition. The literature has assumed implicitly that centralization

should lead to greater mobilization, but, as we have suggested, the



bulk of the empirical studies contradict this prediction. The problem
is whether some new theoretical formulation can encompass the empirical
findings thus far, and more adequately describe forms of community

structure’ and their consequences for mobilization.

AN INCIPIENT THEORY OF COMMUNITY MDBILIZATION

By capacity for mobilization we mean the ease with which a critical

threshold level of action of community groups can be reached. It must
be kept in mind that our unit of analysis here is the community, not
a particular group, nor a particular issue, nor a partlcular actor or
goal. We are concerned with structural properties of community organ=-
ization that willlproduce a capacity for collective action over and
above the idiosyncrétic qualities of a particular group, iséue, actor
or goal, Cdnceivab;y most éommunities might look very much alike with
respect to a parficular iséue, but would differ substantially when a
wide range of issues is examined. |
The view of community mobilization which we have adopted here is
essentially the same as what Banfield (1961l: 326) calls "social choice"
mechanisms: an outcome or resultant of the actions of two or more
_ actors seeking to attéin their own ends. Roland Warrenb(1967) has
elaborated this and other types of "inclusive decision-ﬁaking contexts"
| (unitary, federative; and coalitional), distinguished bylthe degree of
coordination or integration of the units involved. The hsocial choice"
context is one in which there are no inclusive goals, authority exists
only at‘the unit’ level, not at the collectivity level, the division of

labor between units is not formally structured, and there is no




commi tment téxaasingle set of leaders for all units, These character-
istics seem ﬁb,us to be typical of most American cities.

Our use of ﬁhe term mobilization differs somewhat from the defi-
nitions curreﬁt in the literature on economic and political development
wor modernization, although there is no consensus upon any of those
‘concepts, Samuel P. Huntington (1965), for example, distinguishes
:mobilizatioﬁ in the sense of the broadening of political participation

from political development in the sense of the institutionalization of
political procedures over a long period of time and the development
. of capability to adapt. '"Mobilization" as we use it is quite similar
to his term "political development." But other writers use it in
.quite'different senses. Nettl (1967: 32), for example, defines it as
both "attitudinal--a commitment to action--and a means of translating
this commitment into action or observed behavior," Etzioni (1968: 243)
defines mobilization as a "process in which a social unit gains rela-
tively rapidly in control of resources it previously did not control."
Althoggh these definitions seem to overlap and may refer to correlated vari-
abies, it seems quite clear that they do not refer to the same phenomena,

.The second important concept is that of centers of power (cf. Mott,

1969). By this concept we mean coalitions of interests and/or values
which have a relatively high probability of acting as homogeneous poli-
tical entities with respect to a variety of issues; The structural
ingredients of centers of power are most often organizations, such as

a corporation, the local medical society, the municipal govermment, the
Chamber of Commerce, a neighborhood group or a coalition of neighborhood
groups, The impprtant idea here is that a center of power is a coalition

.of interests and/or wvalues,



The concept of a center of power is similar to that of an "interest
group" in the political science literature. Interest or pressure groups
have long been a'basic unit of analysis in the classical studies of
political processes (Truman, 1951). We prefer the term penter of power
for several reasons. First, grouﬁs may seek to further values, and not
merely interests. The term "interest' has connotationé whiéh seem to
iimit the range of political demands to pecuniary and tangible consid-
erations, when in fact political goals may include symbols, tepresen-
tation, morality, or 6ther nonmaterial entities. Second, a variety of
social units may seek ends which bring them into iSSue-agenas, not just
"groups." Formerly, the term group may have seemed sufficiently generic
éo be used in a key.concept such as "interest group,' but we believe
that a group, in the sense of a face-to=-face, consensual, primary
collectivity which may serve only expressive ends, must bg distinguished
from an organization=--a differentiated, ségmented collecéion of inter-
dependent roles coordinated to achieve formally defined goals. These
and other possible éocial units may become centers of power; and we
beiieve that the natufe of interaction within social units, -and the

nature of the rules and norms which constitute its basic character,

. should remain undefined by the key term which indicates that the social

unit has entered the issue-arenas of a éommunity.

The interest-gfoup literature, more importantly, has not dealt
with the phenomenon of interfaces, except in an ad hoc way, in the
course of dealing'witﬁ explanations of pafticular events and issues,
But as a structural property of political systems, sytemactic consider=

ation of the historical development of contacts between interest groups

- is not found in that literature,



A centerl@ﬁ power must be distinguished from a coalition of centers
of power which may be the most viéible actor in many public issues. Citi-
zen's Committees, Royal Commissions, and Mayor's Ad Hoc Committees on
Urban Violehce are examples of gfoups frequently formed to handle prob-
lems which do not fall within the scope of any single existing center
of power. Depending on how broad their mandate is, the resources they
are given or ménage to attract, the functions they perform for centers
of power, énd the continuing nature of the problem or issue which forms

thelr raison d'6tre, such coalitions may become centers of power in

their own right,"Chambers of Commerce may have begun life in many cities
as ad hoc committees of businessmen formed to further their own collec-
tive interests in the community. The point is that a center of power,

by definition, is no longer completely dependent upon other centers of
power, but has a measure of autonomous existence.

The number of such centers of power must be distinguished from the
number aifid ihtensity of exchange relationships or interfaces established
between them.v An interface is defined as an exchange relationship
between two centers of power, either at present or in the past (cf.

Mott, 1969). This exchange can be of any valued resource which the centers
of power hold: information, personnel, goods, services, money, clients,
protection, orvpromises of future reprocity with respect to any of

these resources. The weakest interface would consist of a single,

unique exchange of a single resource between representatives of two
centers: of power. The strongest interface would conéiSt of many and
ffequent'exchangés of many types of resources at many levels of the two

centers of power. A limit would of course be reached if the two centers
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of power merged and became one, at least from the point of.view of
homogeneity with respect to other centers of power and the issues on
which they act., It is not necessary here to develop further the theory
which explains thé emergence and stabilization of different types of

interfaces,

An important point here 1s that we do not limit the use of the

‘term interface to current, ongoing exchanges, The fact that exchanges

. between two centers of power have occurred in the past, but not recently,

does not contradict ‘the fact that an interface exists between these two
centers of power. Tbus, the idea of an interface invoi§es the accumu~
lation of experiencé and knowledge about each other améhg units in a
community system,
The'develoﬁménf of interfaces between centers of power can thus

be regarded as a measure of the state of knowledge of units within the
community politicél.éystem about each other: which group is likely to
act on a giveﬁ iésue,:which position it will take, which resources it

is likely to be willing to commit to a given issue, the conditions under

which it will be_Willing to enter an alliance, what exchangés of resources

it will exact in‘réﬁuﬁn for a favor, and so forth, These bits of infor-
mation can be présen£~on1y if there has been historical expérience which
allows prediction in the present. Clearly there will be "noise" in the
communication systeﬁ:{ the officers of a given organizaiion may.change,

and no one knows exactly where the new ones stand on the question at

‘issue. ‘The membership of a group may have dropped sharply, and thus

the financial resources of the group may have changed, and yet its ideo-

1ogica1'commitmentézﬁay not have, so that it is difficult to know what
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1t7might-da’wﬁeuuconfronted with a.requesﬁ to act: Gaining information
about'these cha;ges is costly, and therefore organizations and groups
are likely to é@x upon the information they have, -although the prob=-
abilities 6f.su¢cess are thereby<reducéd. But this aggregate total
information stored up within each center of power about others constitutes
an important resource for the community system as a:whole.

Interféces are not mystical, but exist in the present as latent
resources available to a center of powér. As such,vgllfof them are not
vigible with rééﬁecf to any single issue, or at any given time. It
would take anﬁe#traordinary combination of circumstances to activate
any sizable'prOpdrtion of the inteffaces which exi%t, and the very
character of American communities as relatively open, unintegrated,
decentralized systems means that the total number and quality of inter=-
faces among centers of power will not Be visible at any given time.
Thus, the numBe: and quality of interfaces among centers of power be~
comes an impdrtant characteristic that differentiates American community
systems, Communities having the same number of centersvof power can
logically vary on the number and quality of interfaces that exist among
themw’ It is conceivable that one community could have interfaces estab=-
1ish§dvémong almost every logical pair in the community, vhile another
city may have few interfaces among the same number of centers of power.
Such &ifferencesiin the number and quality of interfaCes'in:commUnities
is an important factor, we suggest, relating to a community systen's
capacity for mobilization,

Another imﬁortant concept must be introduced, together with related

assumptions about it: the issue-arena. We assume that the whole
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community political system does not have to be mobilized with respect
to every iséue which arises. The number of centers of power which
possess interfaces with each other and which must be activated on a
given issue in order to effectuate a decision constitutes the necessary

arena with respect to a given issue. The dimensions of each issue-arena

include: 1) which centers of power are involved, 2) which centers possess

interfaces, 3) the substantive position of each center of power on the
issue, and 4) tﬁe relative weight~of each center of power in the commu~
nity as a whole, and with respect to the particular issue, The welght
which each center.of power carries depends upon the type of resource:
which a particular.issue requires, Number of supporting members, legal
powers, wealth, and iﬁformation are among the resources which give
different centers of power different weights in diffe;ent(issues.

This problem"of assessing the character of different issue-arenas
is an important one for the overall theoretical problem of building an

N .

adequate model of community political systems, but we raise 1t here
only to indicate the ﬁnfinished and open~ended character of conceptual
development of this question. Our concept of the nature of gommunity

systems does not vary greatly from Norton Long's (1958) conception of

the community as an ecology of games. Nor is it inconsistent with

Charles Lindblomis (1965) concept of coordination in systems through

mutual adjustment,.
For our purposes in this article, it is necessary only to point out

the assumptions that we are making in dealing with one very limited type

~of community mobilization: Federally supported poverty programs, We

assume that the issue-arenas appropriate for applications for poverty
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programs aréhprobably quite different from those appropriate for pro-
grams which requize substantial reallocations of local resources, such
as a bond issue for schools, but the theory here by no means applies
only Eo this one issue-arena.

But justvwhaﬁ factors do affect a community's capacity for mobil-
izaﬁibn? Our thesis here is that the more centers of power there are
and the more intérfaces established among them, the higher the proba-
bility that a collective decision will be successfully implemented.
There are several reasons for this assertion, First, the greater the
accumulation of knowledge in a community system (i.e., the greater the
number of ilnterfaces), the greater the probability thét centers of power
most relevant for a given issue will have a history of prior contact.
The center of powers that are both the most relevant and also the most
likely to be favorable to a given issue can be activated first and
brought into'a coalition in the issue arena, Second, the greater the
number of centers of power, the less likely that any one center of
power can déminate in an issue-arena (assuming that community differ-
entiaﬁion méans fragmentation of power). Third, under such conditions
centers of péwer are more likely to know which other centers are poten~
tial opponents. They can then take steps to either avoid that center
of power or artfully co-opt it.

To be more specific, consider the example of two communities each
Qith ten centefs of power. Of the mathematically 45 possible interfaces
(L.e., in this example, the logical 45 pairs of ten units taken two at
a time), let us say that in community A 35 long=standing interfaces

exist, while in Community B, which has the same number of potential
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interfaces, oﬁlyAls have been activated, For a given ;Ssqe such as a
new zoning ordinance, let us say that four centers of power are in the
issue-arena in each conmunity., It is more probable that interfaces
exist among the four centers of power in the arena in Community.A than
Community B. On the other hand, it is entirely possible that for this
éiven issue more interfaces exist among the four centers of power in

Community B than in Community A. The model developed here is thus

intrinsically comparative and refers to the probabilities'of success
in mobilizing resources, The degree of mobilization on a given issue
in a given c0mmunity could not be predicted without knowing the nature

of the interfaces among the centers of power in that issue-arena, Thus,

the fundamental idea here is a comparative model, best used to predict

a large range of issues in a large number of cities.

~To illustrate the importance of the number of centers of power,
let us take another{ekample of two communities with the saﬁe number of
iﬁte:faces, but with differing numbers of centers of power. In Community
C there are 10 ceﬂters of power while in Community D there are 25 centers
of power, but eachlh#s the same number of interfaces, perhaps 20, The
argumént here is thét Community D would be more successful.in a mobil=~
ization effort than Community C. This is because organizations that
are potential allies éf a glven cause, but are not located in the
immediate issue-arena, may be recruited on a given issue, thus further=

ing the cause,
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Of course, the quality of interfaces in each pf these examples is
also importént. ‘éo,-not oniy'should mobilization bé greater in commu~
nities with many.centers of power and with many interfaces among them,
but it should ai%o be greater if the interfaces are extensive and have
been establishediover a long period of time, We have no indicators of
the quality of the interfaces between centers of power. Probably
detailed case stﬁdtes of the histories of particular cifies would be

required to estéblish such’ qualitative relationships. -

INTERORGANIZATIONAL RELATIONSHIPS AS A CLUE TO COMMUNITY STRUCTURE

The literature on interorganizational relationships provides a clue
to the way to conceptualize the nature of interfaces among centers of
power in a community, but only a clue, because communities are much more
open systems than are organizations, Most of the literature on inter=-
organizational relationships assumes that an "organization-set,' in
William Evan’é (1966) term, can be defined with some precision: i.e.,
the network of organizations which provide the enviromment of any given
organization, Evan's key unit of analysis is the "focal organization"
Cany'particular organization within an organization=-set), not the
characteristics of organization-sets themselves, except insofar as
there‘are cdnsequences for the focal organization. If the city govern-
ment were regafded as the focal organization, his article provides
some useful hypotheses about the ways in which it would be affected by
certain conf;gurations of community organizations,

The term interface has been used to refer to the forms of inter=-

action of the boundaries between organizations, but little attention



15

| has been paid to the consequences for future relationships of past
interactions (cf. Guetzkow, 1966)., With regard to the consequences of
conflict between organizations, Guetzkow (1966: 30) notes that "future
interactions among organizations may be. powerfully influenced by
+escarlier struggles."” The kinds of institutionalization of interaction
with which he deals, such as union-management collective bargaining,
certainly take place among many community organizations, and yet,
although the past interactions between a number of community groups

may have been intermittent and fleeting, and thus failed to lead to
sustained contacts, real connections may exist which can be drawn upon
by a group or an organization. Such contacts or connections probably
do not justify the term "institutionalized" because they are not
continuous and reéularized.

The concept of exchanges between organizations as an important
element of interorganizational relationships has recently been developed,
But the consequences.of those exchanges for the development of community
interfaces in the sense that we mean the term have not been assessed
(cf. Levine and White, 1961). Exchanges have been defined as "voluntary
activity between two organizations which has consequenceé;..for the
realization of their respective.,.objectives" (cf. Levine and White,
1961: 588)., These authors are mainly concerned with the internal
consequences of exchanges and emphasize exchanges of clients, labor
‘services, money, equipment and information, They do not emphasize -
the kinds of exchanges of concern to us such as agency council

meetings and cooperation in fund raising.

e
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A recent study has resulted in some suggestions about the nature
of the development and character of the organizational interfaces in a
community (Aiken and Hage, 1968). A study of 16 welfare organizations
in Milwaukee (Wis.) found that the number of joint programs between
the agencies was associated with the occupational diversity of the
orgaenization. It was argued that this brought about a greater need for
resources, which led to a search for external resources. One manifes-
tation of this was the establishment of joint programs with other
organizations. The internal consequence for these interorgaenizational
involvements was a high number of committees and frequent committee
meetings, »The'reaaon for the development of jointvérograms are
irrelevant in the present context, but the consequences are relevant,
because welfare organizations can be regarded as indebendent centexrs
of power, and a joint program as an interface,

The "attachments" of community members to groups and organizations
are the other side of the coin of centers of power and their interfaces.
Citizens are attached to groups, but the aggregate of those attachments
constitutes one of the basic resources defining the very existence of
a center of power, The willingness of citizens to commit their votes,
their contributions, their time, and their support to specific groups
or organizations is a fundamental resource, But the term is too
abstract and general to suffice as a description of either the conse-
quences or the causes of those attachments., The process of becoming
attached to a group or to a community and of remainiﬁg attached or
severing an attachment may be an important variable, but i; does not

substitute for either a description of the centers of power which
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are the object of those attachments or an analysis of the conditions
under which centers of power can utilize those attachments as political

resources (cf. Coleman, 1957; and Pinard, 1963).

AGE, SIZE, AND COMMUNITY STRUCTURE

We shall use the size of a city and its age (as measured by the
decade in which it reached 10,000 population) as the gross indicators
of the numbers of centers of power likely to exist and the number and
development of interfécés between them., In this section,‘we shall
justify our choice pf'these jndicators., Sece Schnore (1965),.Schnore
and Evenson (1966} for other studies of correlates of the age of U.S.
citles.

The size of a city measures the probability‘of the existence of
greater numbers of.ceﬁters of power. Larger cities are mpre structurally
differentiated in a great variety of ways, and we assume'tﬁgt this

structural differentiéfion creates a base for the expression and organi~

zation of political and social demands upon authoritative agencies.

The age of a city is an indicator of the probability of historical devel-
opment of interfaces between centers of power. We assume that the

longer a population has been established on a given territorial site,

the more chances of positive interactions between centers of power.

Age and size are themselves closely related characteristics of cities
(r=.54), and for'burposes of our argument we shall assume that they

operate jointly to indicate the numbers of centers of power and the

interfaces between‘them, because we shall not attempt at this point to

distinguish empirically or theoretically between these two aspects
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of communify structure., It is conceivable that a community with few
centers of power but many interfaces might function very much the same
as one with many centers of power but few interfaces, but we shall
neglect that complication in this paper.

The cfedibility of age and size as indicators of the number of
centers of power is enhanced by their correlates with a number of other
socioeconomic and political characteristics. We can summarize these

factors as those relating to the heterogeneity of a city, the amount

of political access allowed by irs political structures, the level of

governmental bureaucratization, and the level of population stability.

The greater the social heterogeneity of a city=-=~the number of
ethnic groups'residing in a city, the number of class homogeneous
neighborhoods, the number of distinct industries with varying levels
of union and business organization=~the greater the number of centers
of power that are likely to exist. Larger cities are likely to have a
greater diversity of soclal and economic composition, and therefore
more of a structural basis for the development of centers of power. We
do not assume that the presence of a large number of foreign-born per-
sons, for example, necessarily means that a center of power must exist,
but only that there is a significant probability that one will develop
with such a social base present in the city.

Ethnic and religious diversity may be regarded as sources of centers
of power distinct from income, educational and occupational diversity,
although in many cities the same groups may hold the same occupationms,
have similar levels of income, and share similar ethnic and religious

backgrounds or memberships. Despite high demographic correlations of
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these characteristics, they may contribute quite independenfly to the
existence of separate.centers of power., The fact that the social base
of an Irish Catholié, union-organized, working-class community is
composed of exact1§ the same people does not rule out the probability
that there are four separate structural sources of centers of power
involved: ethnic organizations, religious organizations, unions, and
neighborhood groups.b.This point is important becausé it indicates that
gross census statistics may be an inadequate clue to the structural
sources of centers of power in a community. |

Thus, we would hypothesize that a young, small, middle~class,

residential suburb would have fewer centers of power than any other type

of city. Because it is middle class, and therefore relatively well=off,

its population has fewer incentives to develop centers of power which
can be used for political and economic ends. Because it is residential,
it lacks the sources of cleavage between commercial, industrial, and

neighborhood interésts which would result in the development of inde-

pendent centers of power based upon those cleavages. Because it is a

suburb, it cannot become the focus of those special political interests
which focus upon thejgovernment of an entire urban area or its central
city, and which we regard as yet another independent center of power.
Because i£ is young, those potential sources of social, economic and
political cleavage'which do exist have not had time to.deQelop internal

cohesion, communication, and that definition of their values and inter-

" ests which we essentially mean by a center of power, Because it is

small, it lacks the_Basic structural differentiation of economic interest

N groups which proviiét the basis for the_orginization of centers of power,



20

At the other extreme, an old, large, industrial, central city would
be expected to Have the greaéest number of centers of‘ﬁower, for just
the reverse reasons. And we find that the correlations of the age of
Ameriéan cities with other socioeconomic and political characteristics
are consistent with this general picture, The decade in which a city
reached 10,000 population is associated with its having more children
in private schools (a crude indicator of religious composition, r=.34),
more persons.of foreign stock and foreign birth (r=.13), a population
with lower median education (r=,44). lower median income (r=.37),
‘fewer professionals (r=,32), and with its being a central city rather
than a suburb (r=.45)., The correlations of the size of a city with
these characteristics are similar in magnitude.

But’the mere existence of greater numbers of centers of power is
not enough to be able to predict the mobilization of a community. The
interfaces between centers of power at some time in the past produce a
state of affairs in the community which may not be visible at any given
time, but it may be a vitally important structural property of the
community political syétem° We have already noted that we do not mean
simply the contemporary contacts of officials or activists in one
organization with those in another, but rather the potential for con-
tacts based on the history of such contacts and shared experiences in
past political battles. Such shared experiences lead to '"reputations"
for reliability, participation, possession of certain resources, and
principled or unprincipled positions, which come to be properties of a
center of power independent of who the incumbents of offices happen

to be at the present time (Gamson, 1966)., Incumbents may change the
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character of established relationships by their actions, bﬁt from our
vantage point, we are interested only in the probabilities that such

interfaces exist, not in the probabilities that {ncumbents can alter

them.

The age of a city is an important indicator of the interfaces
as well as ﬁhe number of centers of power. The sheer length of time
a city has been in existence is probably directly related to & high
probability that centers of power have established relationships with
each other which have become resources upon which they can draw when
deciding how,lwhen, and what to act upon in decision-making situations,
Agalin, the age of a city is related to other characteristics which
themselves should have the consequence of increasing the number of
interfaces between centers of power,

Population stability is another such characteristic., The less
mobile the population of a community, the more likely there isvto be
historical continuity of the relationships between its structural units.
ﬁighly mobile cities probably have, to put the point the other way
around, a high turnover of key personnel in important centers of power,
" with the consequen@é of inadequate socialization of repiacements into
the network of interorganizational communications., Discontinuities and
breaks of interfaces thus are more likely in highly mobile cities,

In the United Sta;es, older cities experienced a high level of
out-migration between 1250 and 1960 (r=.46), During the same period,
these cities also exﬁerienced lower“rateSrqf in~migration,;andfthereforg
lower rates of population growth, (The decade in Which,h_city

- reached 10,000 population is correlated ,48 with its increasing or
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decreasing in population between 1950 and 1960.) Older cities are thus those
which possess a "residual® population which, we éssume, are more likely

to exhibit continuity of attachments to centers 6f power and a greater
number of interfaces between those centers of power. We shall not

consider population stability as a separate variable in the empirical
analysis to follow, because almost all of its effect is subsumed under

that of age and size,

Political structures which allow easy establishment of interface
relationships are another characteristic of cities which may be asso-
cited with the age of a city. If we are correct in our argument thus
far, cities with more centers of power and more interfaces between them
should possess channels of access of groups to each other. The causal
relationship is probably one of a feedback. If centers of power exist
over a long period of time, the political structures which come into
existence are probably those which serve to facilitate their exchanges
and cOntacts; But once in existence, those political structures would
sustain the interface relationships by providing established and insti-
tutionalized channels of access.

Some literature existe on the political functions of various
aspects of the governmental structures of American cities which allows
us to infer tha; the "nonreform" institutions are those which allow
maximum access of centers of power to each other., Cities which have
a high number of councilmen, elected by wards, which have a mayor=-council
rather than council-manager form of government, and which have partisan
elections, are probably those whose structures most readily facilitate
the establishﬁent and the institutionalization of interfaces between

centers of power., Our reasoning is as follows.
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The city council may be regarded as a broker between various cen=

ters of power in a community. When elected, members of the council are
direct representatives both of single centers or of coalitions of cen=
ters or they becgme representatives after being elected, even if they
originally won on the basis of appeal to city-wide interests or on the
basis of their personalities. The more councilmen there are, the more
sources of contact fhere are between centers of power who wish to
negotiate arrangements or bargains or to form a coalition. Although
a given councilman may leave office, the interface established between
two centers of power will not be broken by his departure, but either
will be maintaiﬁed gy other means, or new contacts will be sought with
another councilman, Even if no direct connection is maintained, the
fact that at some'point in the past such an interface has been estab-
lished remains a structural preperty of the relationship between two
centers of power.’ The crux of our argument is that such seemingly
latent relationships éonstitute perhaps the most important property
influencing the aggregate potential for mobilization of a community.
Election ofacéuhcilmen by wards rather than at large is another
structural properﬁy which may be conducive to the elaboration and
reinforcementAof interface relationships between centers of power.
Where councilmen are regarded as representatives of neighborhoods, a
wide varietydof interests which have territorial significance in a
community may regéfd him as an agént for contact and coﬁmunication of
their wishes or demands, If he is regarded only as an insﬁrument of
city-wide public iﬁterests, or, to put it another way, as a member of

a board responsible to autonomously defined goals for the city as a
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whole rather than to member constituencies, then his person and his
office are less likely to become intervening links in a chain of
interface relationships.

The mayorecouncil rather than manager form of government performs
a similar function. Although a city manager may perform brokerage
functions, as is now popular to assume in the public administration
literature, by professional training and attachments he is less likely
to be the agent for contacts between centers of powaf than the mayor,
who is expressly elected to represent a number of constituenciés.

Partisan elections may provide a double source of interface estab-
lishment and maintenance, On the one hand, the fact that candidates
bear a party label provides an additional clue about their potential
policy positions and alliances which may cause community groups to
communicate with them about their own policy preferences, and through
them, to other groups who may, on a given issue, form a coalition
around a single councilman or a number of them, On the other hand,
partisan elections may sti@yl@te the development of party organization
(or vice versa<-we are not concerned here with the direction of cau-
sation). The party organization is, at the same time a center of
power in its own right and also a source of contacts and communication
between groups which seek to use the political parties as vehicles
for the achievement of their goals, Political parties are, in American
society at 1éast, the essence of a brokerage institution, and the
existence of features of political institutions such as partisan
elections increases the probability that organizations which provide
channels of access and communication between groups will come into

existence,
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The relationship between the age of a city and a variety of these
different indicators of political structure is consistent &ith our
argument. Olde: cities are more likely to have a large number of
councilmen (r=,41), councilmen elected by wards (r=.16), a mayor-council
form of government (r=,27) and partisan elections (r=.24). Regardless
of whether these cities adopted their political structures in an |
historical era in which they were the fashion, or whether these struc-
tures wére adopted by communities with many centers of power seeking
contact with each other, it is ciear that cities with the greatest
historical continuity, with stability of a residual population, and
with social and economic heterogeneity, are also more likely to have
political institutions conducive to the maintenance of a large number
of interface relationships between their centers of power.

The level of bureaucratization of the local government is a last
major factor which.we shall consider among those likely to increase
the number of interface relationships between centers of power in a
community. As we use the term, bureaucratization refers ﬁo the number
of specialized aggncies within the local government, and to the size
of the governmental iabor force. From the point of view qf centers

\
of power and their Interfaces, we assume that the extension of

bureaucratization both establishes new centers of power within a

community and increases the probabilities of interfaces between those
centers. Bureaucratic agencies and professional specialists constitute
aﬁ interest group in their own right within a local government. Such
agencies are not merely instruments of policy established by the city

council, but exert an independent influence upon policy formation. In
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" this important sense, they constitute one or-more centers of power.
But local bufeaucrats are also part of the system of interfaces between
other centers:of power. They serve as brokers between social and
- political groups, receiving demands, negotiating between competing
- groups, and formulating compromises., These functions are the conse-~
. quence of their strategic location in local government, as they are
(by definition) the only full-time officials of that government. But
most crucial for our present argument, a further consequence of their
activities is to establish contacts between themselves and other groups
in the community, and through them, between other groups directly.
Thus, regardless of their own interests, local bureaucrats serve to
establish and strengthen the interfaces between various centers of
pover.

Although it is not obvious why this should be the case, and it
is beyond our scope to treat this question here, older cities are more
likely to be bureaucratized, according to the measures we employ.
Older cities have more civil service coverage (r=.12) and more city
employees (regardless of population size, r=.48), and are more likely
to have a capital budget (r=.09) and a full-time personnel officer
(r=.25). All of these characteristics can be regarded as causes,
consequences, or direct measures of bureaucratization, Given our
previous argument and findings, bureaucratization may flow from the
greater numbers of centers of power in a community making demands
upon local government. Once a process of bureaucratization has begun
in such a community, it may be a self-generating phénomenon. If bureau-

cratic officials do serve as contacts and channels of access between
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groups and government, the availability of such channels may serve to
generate new demands, resulting in the expansion of government to
respond to them. We have no data directly bearing on such processes,
but the data we do have are consistent with these inferences.

To summarize, we have found that a large number of correlates of
the age and size of American cities are consistent with‘an assumption
that larger and older cities are likely to have a greater number of
centers of power and a greater number of interface relationships between
those centers. Greater size in and of itself means a probability of
greater diversity and structural differentiation, along many dimensions.
Older and larger cities are more likely to be industrial central cities
with socially and economically heterogeneous populations. All of these
~characteristics, we have argued, are likely to lead to the emergence
- of more centers of power, But in addition, older cities have a more
stable residual population and have political and administrative
structures thatbére conducive to the elaboration and maintenance of
contacts and communications between the centers of power==-more conducive,
that 1s, to the deVglopment of interfaces,

The model of historical development of centers of power and their
interfaces in American cities which we are suggesting is theoretically
analogous to the. concept of a "cohort" (Rydef, 1965). Cities which
developed at a certain period may be regarded as having uﬁdergone a
distinctive set of experiences, associated with the state of technology,
ethnic and religious origins of its population, and legitimate political
forms characteristic or dominant at that particular time. Future cities,

even if similar in size and industrialization, may differ in systematic
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‘ways just because of their exposure to a different set of "experiences."
We do not know'at this point, and it is irrelevant to our present argu-
ment, to what.extent that dates of establishment and,éarly development
- of American cities stamped them with a character not likely to be
reproduced later when newer cities reach the same age. But even given
the few factors already mentioned such as changing technology, social
origins of the population, and shifting legitimacy of political struc-

- tures, it seems likely that the sheer age and size of a city alone do
not account for the distinctive interrelationships of many city
characteristics, We are unable with our data to distinguish the truly
historically unique effects of developing in a certain epoch from those
effects which take place over time as cities grow larger and older

(and are therefore "historical" effects) but are not rooted in the

soil of particular places at particular times.

THE WAR ON POVERTY AND COMMUNITY MOBILIZATION

We have chosen as our measure of a community's capacity to mobilize
its resources for a collective decision the per capita dollar amounts
allocated to each city from the Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO)
during the first two years of the program, August 20, 1964, to June 30,
1966. Sargent Shriver, Director of the OEO, announced the first 120
projects on November 24, 1964, During these first two years of the
program, a total of approximately $2,6 billion was appropriated by
the United States Congress, $0.8 billion during fiscal 1965 and $1.8
billion during fiscal 1966, The bill creating the OEQ permitted the

governor of a state to veto Job Corps camps in his state and those
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anti-poverty projects contracted between the federal government and

a private agency. The following year, however, the Director of OEO
was given the authority to override any veto by a goverdor. Thus, the
state government had littie opportunity to veto decisions made in a
1oga1 community;

'Federal poVertyldollars include allocations for a variety of pro-
grams: Neighborhood Youth Corps, Community Action Programé, Headstart,
and others initiated by a wide variety of community groups. In most
cases, these programs did not require, at that stage, the active
concurrence of the local government. We have chosen this measure
because it is most easily quantified, shows a wide distribution from
city to city, aﬁd summarizes the general level of participation by the
city in all of the §overty programs, But we may note thgt the presence
or absence of anyjpoverty programs at all in a community and the numbers
of such programs per 10,000 population show basically similgr relation-
ships with all of the factors comsidered in this papér; We are thus
dealing with a general predisposition of the community which is not
created by some arbitrary choice of a measure of participation in
Federal poverty programs,

We have elimin;ted Job Corps programs because these were largely
initiated and organized by Federal officials, Other types of poverty
programs may have been encouraged by Federal officials, Buﬁ a certain
degree of indepeﬁdent initiative was required by community groups
before any program could begin. This is particularlyAtrué in the first
two yearé of OEO's eﬁistence, before a network of officials and agencies

was established which made the job of applying for money much easier,
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after model applications were available and after a corps of Federal
and state officials committed to developing programs within their own
jurisdictions came into existence.

The sum total of poverty programs and money obtained or established
by a community corresponds to what Banfield (1961) called 8 "'social
choice” outcome. Although a particular program might well have been
initiated by a particular organization, the level of program development
in the entire community, in the case of this particular type of Federal
program, cannot be regarded as the outcome of the efforts of a single
organization, but must be viewed as the result of the collective
actions of a number of groups. In many cases (perhaps most) individual
groups may well have acted without knowledge of what other groups were
doing., A group of mothers applying for Headstart money may have known
nothing about the activities of a corporation sponsoring a Job Coxps
program, a YMCA seeking a Neighborhood Youth Corps project, or anm
NAACP chapter organizing a Community Action Program. Because none of
these poverty programs had to be channeled through the local government,
at least in the period of time we refer to, little direct and immediate
coordination of efforts was required. To use Warren's term (1967:
400-01), the kind of "community decision organization" exemplified here
is concerned with solving a common community problem which may manifest
itself in a variety of ways, but not with producing an overriding set
of leaders able to at least partially influence the behavior of
subordinate organizational units.

That the processes about which these theoreticalxcomments are made

are actually central to the decision-making situations in poverty
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programs 1s illustrated by several of the case studies beginning to be
published. However, none of the authors present theories explaining
their observations., One such case study is of the establishment of a
poverty program in Topeka, Kansas (Zurcher and Key, 1968). Neighborhood
committees were established in '"target neighborhoods." 1In addition to
Study Committees consisting of residents from target neighborhoods,
other residents,.and relevant professionals, there was also created

a Board, consisting of representatives of neighborhood committees, Study
Committees, and local agencies, The authors quote the chairman of one
of the neighborhood  committees as saying that "...we don't know what's
going on, what's available; we just don't know the techniéues for

using community sérvices and local government like other people do'
(Zurcher and Key, 1968: 93), They describe the consequences of face-
to-face contacts of'poor groups with city officials.. Such contacts

were intended to es;ablish confidence and provide neceséar& information
which would enable the poor groups to use available political resources
effectively. Clearly the authors are describing the development of
interfaces, althouéh they are not labeled with separate concepts (cf.,,
Zurcher, 1967). '

Participation.by American cities in poverty programs has signifi-
cance both in its éﬁﬁ right, as a significant object of iﬁ§estigation,
and also as an insténce of the general capacity for mobilization of a
community. The latter, more general perspective is the one which is
of most theoretical relevance, but the substantive focus oﬁ poverty

programs leads us to consider a number of specific factors which may

be associated with the participation of a city in such programs, most
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obviously, the need of the population. To our knowledge, no studies
exist of the factors related to participation in poverty programs,
although some descriptions of the various programs have been written

(Rravitz, 1968; Hallman, 1968).

SOURCES OF DATA
The community units included in this analysis are the 676 incor-
porated urban places of population size 25,000 or more in 1960. Thus,
this analysis is based on the population of these cities.
The number of poverty dollars per capita was taken from Information

Book as of June 30, 1966, Office of Economic Opportunity, Washington,

D. C., 1966, The number of poverty dollars in each community unit was
abstracted from this book, and this total was then standardized by
population size, City scores varied from O, i.e., some cities had
received no poverty dollars, to $48.02 per citizen, with a mean of
$3.62 and a standard deviation of $5.59. Since this measure was so
skewed toward the upper end of the distribution, we transformed the
distribution into its natural logarithm (adding a constant of one cent),
ylelding a distribution slightly skewed toward the lower end of the
scale. This distribution varies from zero to 8.48 with a mean of
4.01 and a standard deviation of 2,57, Relationships between the
independent variable and the transformed variable'yields results quite
similar to the natural logarithm transformation, although the magnitude
of some variables is changed somewhat.

The other community attributes included in this study were taken

from the following three sources: the 1960 Census of Population, the
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1962 County and City Data Book, published by the U. S. Census, and

The Municipal Year Books of 1963 and 1967, published b&_the International

City Manager's Association. For three of the independent variables in
this study that were also skewed toward the upper end of the distribu-
tion (pOpulation:size, per cent of total population that is nonwhite,
and per cent of the adult population with less than five years educa-
tion), were also transformed to their natural logarithm. These trans-
formations and other information about the construction or alteration

of variables are described as the variables are introduced.

FINDINGS

Age and Size of City. If the previously developed reasoning is

correct, the variables of age of city (a gross, but nevertheless appro-
priate, indicator of the number of interfaces among centers of power)
and city size (aﬁ_eqﬁally gross indicator of the number of centers of

power in a community) should be strongly related to our measure of

- community mobilization; the average number of poverty dollars per

capita in a community.

Table 1 About Here

The age of the city is measured by the census year the city reached

10,000 populatiqn.:‘Some of the youngest cities did not reaéh that size
until the decadé 5e£ween 1950 and 1960; such young cities would be
giveﬁ a score oft1§60. Other older cities were already that size by
1790, Thus, a High.gcore on this variable means a young city; a low

score means an old city. As shown in Table 1, there is a very strong
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~negative relationship between the age of the city and the number of

poverty dollars per capita (r= =,48), This means that it is.the older
cities-~that is those which we have argued have méfe interfaces--ﬁhigh
have been mbrevsuccessful‘in mobilization efforts to oBtain this type

of external respurce.

We have argued previously that the size of a city is an indicator

of the number of centers of power. We have made a natural logarithm

transformation of the variable of population size of these cities in
1960, and have usedthis tranformed varisble in regression analyses

here since this variable is unusually highly skevwed toward the upper

end of this scale. That is, the few very large cities in the United
States yield wnusually extreme values for this variable. While the
natural logarithm transformation reduces this unusual skewness consid-
erably, there is still considerable skewness toward the upper end of

the diétribution even after the transformation. Therelis a strong posi-
tive relationship between city size and the number of poverty dollars
per capita (r=.37), That is, the larger cities, those with more centers
of power, have more successfully mobilized themselves to get federal
poverty money.

Since the data in this study are based on a total universe of
cities, i.e., there were only 676 incorporated urban‘places of size
25,000 or more in the United States in 1960, one may question our use
of statistical tests of gignificance. Statistical tests are still
appropriate and are used‘in this paper since ﬁhere‘is the possibility
that the oBservatiqns here were produced by errors of measurement

(cf., Stinchcombe, 1968: 23).
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These two vériables, age and size of city, can together explain
almost 25 per cent of the variance in the dependent variable of poverty
dollars per capita; .This raises the question of the relative contribu-
tion of these twoivariables in explaining this dependent variable. The
age and size of city are themselves interrelated (r= =,54), that is
older cities tend to be larger cities. If we square the zero order
correlations with‘the dependent variable of each of these two variables,
then we find thaé age of city alone can explain 22.8 per cént of the
variance in povertf dollérs while sizé alone can explaiﬁ 13.8 per cent
of the variance. ‘These two variables together explain 24.66 per cent of
the variance in poverty dollars., Size uniquely accounts for another
1.9 per cent of ;he variance after age has entered the regression analy~-
sis, while age uniquely accounts for another 10,9 per cent of the vari-
ance after size alone has been entered. Clearly, the unique contribu-

tion of age of city in explaining the number of poverty dollars per

capita is far greater than that of city size, and clearly age of city

" is something quite different from city size. These findings are pre=~

 sented in two additidnal ways in Table 2: partial correlations and a

multiple regressién.i The partial correlation coefficient between age
of clty and poverty dollars per capita is =,35 after city size is
controlled; the-paffial correlation coefficient of city size with the
poverty measure-ié'only .16 when age of city is partialed out, however.
Similarly the t~ﬁe3ts for the regression coefficients also show that
both wvariables makézstatistically significant and thus independent
contributions in é#élaining the dependent variable, number of poverty

dollars per capité.(Seé Table 1),
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The questi8it could be raised of whether these relationships,
especially tha€ df age of city with poverty dollars, simply reflect
regional differences and would be removed if region were somehow taken
into aeéouﬁt. As shown in Table 2, there are quite striking differences
in the mean'age of éity as well as in the mean poverty dollars per capita
by region. Cities located in the Northeast are older and have more
poverty dollars per capita while those located in the Far West are on
the average the youngest and have the fewest poverty dollars per capita.
There are also some large differences in average size of cities by
region, although the effect of region on the relationship between city

size and poverty dollars is less obvious,

Table 2 About Here

B O €D e R A ED b 4D €3 AN YO GF O OO OF B L W

As shown in Table 2, the strong association of age of city and
city size with the number of poverty dollars per capita is also strong
among cities within each of the four regions. These data show that the
previously observed relationship between city age and size and the
mobilization measure is not a function of regional differences in these
variables,

In computing the correlation coefficients in Table 2 we used the
natural logarithm transformation of city size and number of poverty
dollars per capita, although we have shown the means of the untrans-
formed variables since the transformed variables have less intuitive
meaning. The regional means of the trénsformed variable of poverty
dollars shows similar regional differences, although there is little
difference in the means by region of the logarithm transformation of

city size.
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Our indicators of the number of centers of power (city size) and
the nature and quality of interfaces among them (age of city) both have
strong relationships with our mobilization measure, but the measure

of the nature of those interfaces is a much more powerful predictor.

Need for Poverty Programs. A plausible interpretation of the
previous finding might be that older and larger cities dre more success-
ful in mobilization efforts relating to the problems of poverty precisely
because they have a greater need for such poverty programs. And indeed
these older, larger cities do have a greater need using thé following
six indicators:. (1) per cent of families with incomes of less than
$3,000 per year; (2) median family income; (3) per cent of adults over
25 years of age with less than five years of education (the natural
logarithm was taken after adding a constant of one per cent, since
the distribution is so skewed); (4) per cent with four years of high
school education; (S) per cent of 14 to 17 year olds in school; and
(6) per cent unémgloyed. According to these indicators the larger and
older cities have more poverty families, more poorly educated adults,
more unemployment, fewer adolescents (ages 14 to 17) in high school,
lower median family income, and fewer with a high school education.,

The younger, smailer cities have just the opposite characteristics,

Looking at the relationship of each of these six indicators of need
to the mobilization measure, we see that in each case the greater the
need, the higher the mobilization; the lower the need, the less the
mobilization to obtain poverty funds (see Table 3). Each of these six

indicators of need is significantly related to the mobilization measure.

When partial correlations are computed, controlling for the other five
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indicators of need, the relationships are somewhat attenuated, and in
two cases--per cent of families with incomes of less than $3,000 per
year and per cemt with four years of high school=--the partial correla-

tions are reversed,

Table 3 About Here

A multiple regression of these six indicators of need with the
mobilization measure is also presented in Table 3, Together, these six
variables can account for 19.29 per cent of the variation in poverty
dollars per capita, and each of the six variables makes an independent
contribution to the explanation of poverty dollars, i.e., the t value
of each of the six regression coefficients is statistically significant.
Thus, each of these six need variables independently helps to explain
the mobilization measure to some extent.

Such findings as these raise the possibility that these indicators
of need, either jointly or individually, might account for the previ-
ously discussed relationships between age and size of cities and the mobili-
zation measure. However, if we compute the partial correlation between
each of these-two variables and the mobilization measure, controlling
simultaneously for the six indicators of need, the zero-order relation-
ships shown in Table 2 afe only slightly reduced. That is, the partial
correlations between the mobilization measure--number of poverty dollars
per capita--and age of city and size of city controlling for the six
indicators of need, are only slightly less than thé zero~order rela=-

tionships shown in Table 2 (rP= -.42 and rp=.34, respectively).
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Thé variable of the age of city, our indicator of thé'duality of
community interfacés, alone can explain an addiﬁional 13.22 per cent of
variance in the‘mﬁbilization measure after the six indicators of need
have explained all they can. That is, the indicators of need can
explain only 19.29 per cent of the variance in poverty dollars PEf
capita, but these six indicators of need together with the age of the
city can explain 33.51 per cent of the variance in this variable. In
a similar way, the city size can explain an additional 8.29 per cent
in poverty dollars per capita, and these two variables together, i.e.,
age and size of city, can explain an additional 15,59 per cent of the
variance in our dependent variable after the six indicators of need
have operated.

Thus, the relationships between both age and size ofvcity and the
mobilization variaﬁle are hardly functions of the need for poverty funds
as measured by theée‘indicators. We conclude that while the need for
poverty funds is clearly an important factor in accounting for a commun-
ity's success in ﬁobilization efforts, it ié hardly a:suffic¢ient exﬁlana-
tion of mobilizafion successes. The age of a city and its size are
factors that arebimportantly related to successful mobilizatiOn, and

they are not surrogatés for the need measures that we have introduced

_ here,

Heterogeneity‘of Coumunity Systems. In the discussion at the out-

set of this paper we indicated that older and larger cifies were also
more diversified and heterogeneous. There are three aspects of hetero-
geneity that are used here: degree of ethnicity, prevalence of Catho=-
lics and other réligiéus groups, and race, The first indicator of

heterogeneity is the percent of the native population that is of
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foreign or mixed parentage (referred to hereafter és_foreign stock).
This is eséentially a measure of the prevalence of second generation
and older ethnic groups iﬁ a community. This measure was used in
preference ﬁchbreign born because of its higher frequency in American
cities at present (the mean for the 676 cities is only 5.5 per cent

foreign born) and because it is more likely to represent the presence

~of ethnic elements than the foreign born measure. The second indicator

of heterogeneity is measured by the per cent of elementary school

children in private schools. Most private schools in the United States

~are Catholic parochial schools, although other religioﬁs groups likewise

have private schools, This measure reflects the degree to which there
is some segmentation of religious groups in a community, and, of course,
more often this is a gross indicator of Catholic influence. Finally,
the last measure of heterogeneity is the per cent of population that

is nonwhite. 1In other words, this measure reflects the preponderance
of Negroes in a community. Since this variable is highly skewed toward
the upper end of the scale, we have transformed the variable into its
natural logarithm. This transformation yields a distribution that is
approximately normal,

Of the three measures of heterogeneity, only the per cent nonwhite
is strongly related to the mobilization measure. The greater the pro-
portion of nonwhites in a population, the higher the poverty dollars
per capita in a community (r=.35)., There is no relationship of the
varisbles of per cent in private schools and per cent foreign stock

with the mobilization measure,
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Table ‘4 About Here

When partiai cbrrelations are computed for each of these three
indicators of ﬁeterogeneity, controlling for the other two, we find
that the magnitude of the partial correlations is greater than of the
zero-order relations for each of these variables, although the per cent
of nonwhite is ciearly the most strongly related to the mobilization
measure. In the muitiple regression analysis, these three measures
explain 15,68 per ceﬁt of the variance in poverty dollars, but most
of this is contributed by the nonwhite measure. However, the beta
coefficients ofvgggﬁ_of the three indicators of heterogeneity attain
either significance or near significance. This suggests that the
absence of a zero-order relationship of per cent in private schools
énd per cent foreign stotk with poverty dollars per capita does not
mean a lack of a relationship, but rather a disguised one. At the same
time, it 1is cleér that it is the heterogeneity of race r;ther than that
of ethnicity and Catholicism that is most importantly related to the
mobilization measupe; |

Returning to thé‘question of the key Qariables of age and size of
city, the relationship between each of these variables and the mobili-~
zation measure is not simply a function of heterogeneity. That is,
while the per ceﬁﬁ honwhite, per cent in private schools, and per cent
foreign stock is greater in the older and larger cities, the previously
observed relatiohsﬁips between each of these two variables and the
mobilization measﬁre-remain strong when the effect of heterogeneity

is removed, That is, the partial correlations between poverty dollars
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and age of city and city size remain strong when these three indicators
of heterogeneity are simultaneously controlied (rp= =40 and rp=.25,
respectively). Concomitantly, age of city can explain an additional
13.48 per cent of the variation in poverty dollars and city size can
éxplain an additional 5.46 per cent of variance in the mobilization
measure, Together they can explain 14,13 per cent of the variation

in this measure. Thus, the very strong relationships of city size and
age with mobilization is not simply a function of greater heterogeneity
in such cities, although heterogeneity, especially the proportion
nonwhite, is a factor importantly related to mobilization. Clearly
city size and age make contributions to the explanation of successful
mobilization efforts independent of the degree of hetefogeneity in a
community.

Bureaucratization of City Government., We have previously argued

that the bureéucratization of city government both establishes new
centers of power within commupnities and increases the probabilities

of interfaces. Therefore, the measures of bureaucratization should

be positiveiy related to our mobilization measure, There are three
measures of bureaucratization of city government used here: (1) the
number of city employees per 1,000 population; (2) the absence or
presence of a full-time personnel officer in city government; and (3)
the absence or presence of a capital budget for the city government.

The first is a measure of the extemsiveness of the city bureaucracy;

the more extensive the city bureaucracy, the more likely that it can
serve to establish interfaces among various power centers., The presence
of a full-time personnel offlcer and a capital budget are importent since

they suggest an elaboration of the bureaucratic structure.
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Each of these three indicators of bureaucratization is positively

and significantly related to the amount of poverty dollars obtained,
That is, cities Qiﬁh more city employees per 1,000 citizens, with a
full=-time bersoqnel“officer, and with a capital budget have been more
successful in mobilization efforts than cities having 1e§s‘bureaucrati-

zation as measured by these three indicators,

Table 5 About Here

Only in thekéase of the number of city employees per 1,060 do we
have complete inférmation for all of our cities. In the case of the
variables of absence or presence of a full-time personnel officer and
of a capital budgét, data are missing on a large number of‘cities (see
Table 5). Thus; a multiple regression analysis which‘entérs these
three independenf variables is inappropriate unless we include only
those cities for.which we have complete information. The question of
the representativéness of the remaining cities would be sufficiently
questionable to jusfify foregoing such an .analysis. The;efore, we do
not present a mﬁltiple regression analysis for this set of measures.

We did compute partial correlations between the age and size of
city and the mobilization measure, controlling for the number of city
emp loyees ﬁer 1,000, however, As in previous instances of such partial
correlations, thé partial correlation coefficients of.age of city and
city size with the mobilization measure are only slighﬁly reduced when
this indicator.of-Bu:eaucratization is controlled (rp= -.38 and rp=.32,

respectively).
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Another way to examine‘this question of independent effects is to
examine the amounts of variance that can be explainéd by these variables.
The measure of city employees per 1,000 population alone can explain
11.12 per cent‘of the variation in the poverty‘doliars measure. This
is simply the square of the zero=-order relationship‘bétween these two
variables. The age of the city can explain an additional 12.98 per
cent of the variation in poverty dollars to that explained by city
employees per 1,000, and city size alone can explain an additional
8.93 per cent of the variation to that explained by city employees per
1,000. Together age and city size can explain an additional 14.93 per
cent of the variation in the mobilization measure to'that explained by
number of city employees per 1,000,

The degree of bureaucratization of city government is positively
related to the number of poverty dollars per capita (even when city
size and age are controlled), but the relationships of age of city and
city size with the mobilization measure also remain when the indicator
of bureaucratization is controlled. We conclude that each of these
factors makes some independent contribution to the explanation of the
mobilization measure, although these measures themselves are clearly
interrelated.

Political Structure. Older and larger American cities are less

likely to have elements of reform government, i.e., they are more likely
to have mayor-council governments, elections by wa;d, and large city
counclils., Again logic would suggest the possibility that these factors
may be strongly assoclated with our mobilization measure and that the

reason for the previously observed relationships of age of city and
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city size Qith the mobilization measure is simply thaﬁ a nonreformed.
city government may be more likely to need resources to distribute as
ﬁatronage, and; therefore, more likely to be cities in which mobili-
zation efforts éré successful. One could equally argue for just the
opposite point of view, i,e., that reform city governménts_are more
efficient and therefore more likely to achieve mobilization in order
to attempt to solve local community problems,
There are four characteristics of the political structure that we

examine here: (1) the absence or presence of a city-manager form of

government; (2) the absence or presence of nonpartisan.elections;-(3)

.the per cent of the city council elected at large; and (4) the size

of the city council., Reformist city governmental structures have
smaller city c0unciié, nonpartisan and at-large elections, and a city
manager.

The first>line of reasoning outlined above seems to be supported
‘by the data here; i:e., it is cities with '"nonreform'" municipal govern=
ments that have'ﬁigher rates of success on the mobilizatioh measure,
i.e. have more §6§ef£y dollars per capita. That is, tﬁerevare negative
relationships bétw;én pfesence of city manager government (r= -.12) as
well as nonpartis;n elections (r= -.12) and poverty dollars and a posi-

tive relationship_between the number of city councilmen and the mobili-

zation measure (r=,19). The per cent of the city council elected at

large has a weak;gﬁégative relationship with the output measure (r= -,06).

Table 6 About Here
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When partial correlations between each of these_attributes of
the political structure and the mobilization measure afe computed,
controlling for the other three, we find that the relationships of
city~mgnaggr government as well as presence of nonpartisan elections
with the mobilization measure are reduced somewhaf, the previously
observed relationship between number of city councilmen and the mobili-
zation meaéuﬁe is unaltered, and the relationship'between per cent elected
at large and'the mobilization measure is reveirsed (see Table 6).

The multiple regression analysis of these four indicators of poli-
tical strucﬁure with the mobilization measure is also shown‘in Table 6.
Taken together, these four indicators of political sfructure can account
for only 5.35 per cent of the variation in the number of poverty dollars
per capita. Thus, this cluster of indicators is the weakest of all
those we have examined here, i.e., this cluster can.explain less vari-
ance in the mobilization measure than need, heterogengity, bureaucrati-
zation of city government, and city age and size,

The age of the city can account for an additional 17.51 per cent
in the explanation of poverty dollars after the political attributes
have entered the regression analysis., City size alone can account for
an additional 10.25 per cent of variance in poverty dollars. And
together city size and age can account for an additional 19.43 per cent
of the variation in the mobilization measure after the indicators of
political structure have entered the regression analysis. Thus these
attributes of the political structure are not partic@larly strongly
related to the mobilization measure in comparison to other factors,

especially those of city size and age, and, at minimum, the
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characteristics of the formal political structure are neither very

efficient nof very powerful predictors.

Naturaliy, whgn the partial correlation'coefficients_Between age
of city and city‘gize and poverty dollars are computed, controlling
éimultan30usly'forvthese four characteristics of the political struca
ture, the previoﬁély observed zero-order relationships are'only slightly
reduced (rpu =-.43 and rp=.33 regpectively), Thus, age of a city and
city size are not surrogates for indicators of the formal political
structure, althoﬁghvthese facfors are clearly related,

Community Strﬁcture and Mobilization, In the prévious discussion

we have systematically examined the relationships of five clusters of
community attribu;es--city age and size, need for poverty funds, hetero-
geneity, bureaucratization of city government, and the formal political
structure--withithe number of poverty dollars per capitg, our measure
of coﬁmunity mobilization. In each case we examined the interrelation-
ships of the variables in each of these clusters with.the mobilization
measure, determined the amount of variance that could be explainmed by
each of these clusters alone, examined the relationships of age of city
and city size to poverty dollars after each cluster was partialed out,
and determined the additional amount of variance that qou1d be explained
by city age and sizé after each cluster alone had entered the regression
analysis.

The strafegy was to determine if city size and age were nothing
more than surrogates for current gtates of the community system as
"measﬁred by heterogeneity, need, bureaucratization of city government,

and the formal political structure. In each case, city age and size




48
could explain some additional variance in poverty dollars that could
not be accounted for by each of these clusters alone. In other words,
city size and age seem to act as surrogafes for some attributes of
the commﬁnity system for which we do not have direct ﬁeasures. On the
other hand, ﬁhere is still the logical possibility that 1f all of
these factbrs_which reflect current attributes of the‘community system
were simultaneouély controlled, they would exhaust the surrogate poten=~
tial of the variables of city size and age. Thus, there are two addi-
tional, but related, questions that we must ask about these datai {1)
Is there still a relationship between the age of the city and the city
size and the mobilization measure if all of these facfors are simul=-
taneously controlled? (2) Can the variables of ciﬁy size and age explain
any additional variance in poverty dollars after all of these factors
have first entered the regression analysis? In other words, all the
variance that is jointly explained by the clustér of city size and age
and the other clusters is being allocated to these other clusters to see
if city size and age are capturing anything additional about the current
state of the community system, City age and size are thus considered
to be surrogates for any number of aspects of the current state of the
community system. If the variables of city size and age can explain
no additional variance in the mobilization measure after the variables
that reflect more directly the current state of the community system
have entered the regression analysis, then we would conclude that city
size and age are perhaps efficient predictors of the ﬁobilization
measure (since they indiscriminantly summarize many aspects of the

current state of community system), and that, theoretically, they are
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helpful but not esséhtial. On the other hand, if they are able to
explain additionai variance in the mobilization measure; then they are
aéting as-surrdgatés for some aspects of the current state of the
community system for which we have no very direct measures,

We attempt fo answer these questions with a regression analysis
in which indicators of city size and age, need, heterogeheity, bureauc=-
ratization, and political structure are included, as shown in Table 7.
One of the six indicators of need for poverty funds, the per cent of
adults with less than five years of education,’is omitted from this
regression analysis- since it is linearly determined by the other
fifteen independent variables. Under such circumstances it is impos=
sible to invertAtheiCOrrelation matrix and thus complete‘the regression
analysis.

The’regression coefficients for both age and size of city are
significant, evén‘after the other fourteen variables are simuitaneously

controlled, but this does not necessarily prove our theoretical point

(cf. Gordon, 1968)5

Table 7 About Here
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These two variables are among ten variables in Tab1¢:7 whose
regression coefficients are significantly related to the mobilization
measure., That is, city size and age, the five indicators of need, two
indicators of heterogeneity, and the indicator of bureaucratization
make independent and statistically significant contributions to the
prediction of the éumber of poverty dollars per capita among the éet

of variables iﬁciuded in Table.7., Only in the case of the cluster
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of variables reéflecting formal political structure is there no‘variable
for which the regression coefficient reaches statiétical significance,
In other words, knowledge of the political structure is relatively
unimportant for the prediction of mobilization, if we have information
on these other variables. Of course, it is still of some importance
for understanding the process involved from a theoretical, rather than
a statisticél, point of view.

What is particularly important here is that there is no single
factor, or cluster of factors, that alone maximizes the prediction of
mobilization sﬁccess. Indicators of city size and age, need, hetero-
geneity, aﬁd bureaucratization provide information that is important
for the prediction of suécess in obtaining federal poverty dollars.
These findings suggest that a multi-factor causal model is necessary
for understanding this type of mobilization.

With this multiple regression analysis we do not intend to imply
theoretical unimportance for the variables which have regression coef-
ficients that do not attain statistical significance, but which had
zero-order relationships strongly associated with the mobilization
measure. There simply is no way to allocate jointly explained vari-
ance to one variable or another., Therefore, just because a variable
happens not to be a good predictor of a given dependent variabple in
ther regression analysis does not mean that that variable is necessarily
any less imﬁortant in a theoretical sense--assuming.that it has a
zero-ordef.relationship that is meaningfully related to the dependent
variable, Perhaps this point can be better understood by looking at

the amounts of variance explained by the different clusters of variables.
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All together the 15 variables shown in Table 7 can explain 37.98

per cent of the vériation in the mobilization measure. This means,

of course, that over sixty per cent of the vafiation in poverty dollars
is.left unexplained by these fifteen factors, suggesting that there afe
other factors not included here which may be very important in relation
to this phenomenon. But our task here is to try to understand the
phenomenon that is represented by these 15 variables. One way to do
this is to determine the unique contribution of each cluster of vari~
ables--city age and size, need, heterogeneity, bureaucratization of
city government, and. formal political structureF-to the explanation

of number of poverty dollars per capita. That is, we sh#ll determine the
additional amount of variance explained in the mobilization measure
after the other féur clusters have already entered the regression

equation,

- s > wh Ty we o n 0P W - . om0 0 =y s 0a

Table 8 About Here

These resultgbére shown in Téble 8. In the first column of this
table we show the émounts of variance explained by each cluster alone
and by all five clusters together (which are taken from Tables 1 and
3to 7). In the~second column we show the amount of variance uniquely
contributed by each cluster, That is, each of these per cénts of
variance is the amount of additional variance accounted for by each
cluster after the other four have enterd the regression analysis, For
examﬁle, the four ciusters of need, heterogeneity, bureaucratization,
and political structure explain 33.31 per cent of the variation in the

mobilization measure, If city size and age are entered into the
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regression together with these variables, the explained variation is
raised to 37.98 per cent (cf. Table 7), an increase of 4.67 per cent
of explainedfvariance. In other words, for this set of variables,
city age and>size uniquely contribute almost five per cent of addition=-
ally explained variance. This means that these factors are indeed
acting as surrogates for some aspect of the current state of the
community system that is not captured by the 13 variables in the other
four clusters, The question then becomes: What does this mean? Our
interpretation is that these factors are acting as surrogates for the
number of centers of power and the nature of community interfaces--
variables for which we have no direct measurement.

At the same time these two factors alone can explain 24.66 per
cent of the variation in the mobilization measure, meaning that 19.99
per cent of explained variation in the mobilization measure (the dif=~
ference between 24,66 per cent and 4,67 per cent) is jointly explained
variance, that is, variance that is jointly explained with some, per-
haps all, of the other 13 variables shown in Table 7. As previously
indicated, there is no way to apportion this jointly explained variance
among city size, city age, and variables in the other clusters. They
are inextricably bound together. Thus, city size and age may be very
efficient predictors of the mobilization measure, but they are not
causally separate from many of these other variables,

This buttfesses our earlier argument that these factors together
reflect various aspects of the creation and development of interfaces
among centers of power in communities. The fact that we have utilized

the strategy in our discussion of "allocating” jointly explained
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variance to the-clﬁsters that more directly reflect the current state
of the communify syétem, and then looking at the residually explained
variance of city size and age, does not mean that the age and size of
cities are unimpoftant or inoperative. Even if these other four
clusters had exhausted all the variance that could be accbunted for
by city size and age, it would not mean that the process that we have
discussed previously is necessarily inoperative; it would simply mean
that we had captured all of the process reflected in city size and age
with these other 1§dicators of community structure,

Not only dbvcity age and size make significant, unique contribu=
tions to the explanation of poverty dollars, but so too does the
cluster of variables reflecting need and heterogeneity. Need makes
a larger unique contribution to the explanation of the mobilization
measure than do city size and age, although the cluster of need
variables alone- cannot explain as much variance in the.mobilization
measure. The cluster of variables reflecting heterogeneity makes less
of a unique contﬁibution to the explanation of the mobilization measure.
The other two éiusfers--bureaucratization and political structure=~do
not make unique contributions to the explanation of the mobilization
measure that are statistically significant, The fact that bureaucrati-
zation and poliﬁical structure add insignificant increments of explained
variance does notlmean that theoretically these variables are unimportant,
especially the former, but rather that almost all of the variance
explained by them‘is jointly explained with variables in the other four

clusters,
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The value of Table 8 is twofold: (1) to suggest which clusters
of variables‘aré@the most efficient predictors and (2) to suggest that
city size and age are surrogates for some attributes of community
structure other than those directly measured here. And it is our
contention in this paper that they are surrogates for the number and
nature of interﬁaées among centers of power in the community. At the
same time, we do not rest our argument solely on the amount of variance
uniquely explaiﬁed by these two Qariables, but rather on the interrela=-
tionships améng all these factors, for as we have argued at the outset,
each of the community attributes discussed in this paper ig in some

way related to the existence of community interfaces,

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE LITERATURE

In the budding literature on community decision outputs, a few
published articles such as those by Greenstone and Peterson (1968) and
Turk (1967) deal with poverty programs, The unpublished study by sociolo-
gist Herman Turk (1967) has results very similar to ours, but using a
slightly different dependent variable. Using the population of the
130 cities over 100,000 in 1960, Turk analyzed the correlates of various
community chéracteristics with whether or not the city established a
Community Agtién Agency (CAA) before July 15, 1965, or after and‘whether
or not there was a Neighborhood Youth Corps (NYC), He found that those
cities which had established CAA's earlier or which were more likely to
have an NYC ﬁere those with slowly growing or declining populations, with
higher proportions of nonwhites or ethnic groups, with more of their

income gained from intergovernmental sources, with a previous history
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of higher‘welfare.eXpenditures, and with larger overall éopulations.
As we have seen, theée findings, based on a subset of thé population
of cities includéd here and using different dependent variables, are
consistent with our own.

Furthermore, it is important to note that although the two depen-
dent variables were found to covary in cities, the CAA and the NYC were
independently initiated and established in the cities studied by Turk.

This shows that despite quite different sets of decision-processes and

participants, similar outcomes were observed, This supports our asser-

tion that the structural properties of a community have'independent
influences upon decision outputs, and do not rest entirely upon the
organization of a contemporary structure of centralized leadership.
Most of the scanty literature on decision outputs of cities has
dealt with expehditure patterns, but the main findings are consistent
with out argument, although the same sets of explanatory factors have
not been used, 'Oﬁe article found, for example, that a variety of
socioeconomic characteristics of cities (ethaicity, private school
attendance, ownéf—occupancy, median education) were correlated more
highly with.taxes and expenditures among nonreformed citiés (those
without a city maﬁager but with partisan and ward elections) than

among reformed cities., The authors argue that the ''greater decentrali-

zation of commission and of mayor-councii governments permits a multi-
plicity of éccess‘points for groups wishing to influence decision-makers.
"It may also increase the possibilities for collaboration between groups

and a bureaucratic agency... As a result of this decentralization,

group strength in'iocal governments may be maximized" (Lineberry and
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Fowler, 1967: 716). The authors here, although they only deal with
centralizationlger ée, seem to be arguing really that the level of
centralizationkis probably correlated with something else, which they
call a "multiplicity of access points," the "possibilities for collabor-
ation," and "group strength." But they do not elaborate this distinc-
tion or recognize the possible independent existence of such charac=-
teristics~¥which we are terming the number of centers of power and
their interfaces=--from the sheer level of centralization of the decision-
making system. Their findings are certainly consistent with ours, but
the interpretation might be a little different. From our point of view,
the local government structures with which they deél are only one of a
number of éentéts of power, and taxes and expenditures are only one
form of decision-output, The fact that there is a higher correlation
of taxes and expenditures with various forms of social cleavages in
nonreformed than in reformed governments is only a single instance of
what we are suggesting is a general process in American communities.

Clark's (1968) data are also consistent with our interpretation,
although his inferences from the data are not. He measured decentrali-
zation in 51'cities by the overlap of actors from one issue to another
and the total number of actors involved in the four issues of urban
renewal, the election of the mayor, air pollution and anti-poverty pro-
grams. He found that greater decentralization was associated not with
lower but with higher decision-outputs, in the form of general budget
expenditufes and urban renewal expenditures. As wevhave already seen,
he had no expiénation for these findings, which were contrary to his

- hypotheses,
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The apparent contradiction of Amos Hawley's (1963) findings to
the other literature has already been mentioned, Yet the contradiction
is only at the theoretical level, not the empirical, Hawley found, as
we would predict from our theory, that older cities, mayor-council
cities, manufacturing cities, large~plant cities, low-education cities,
and cities in the Northeast were likely to have low MOP ratios (low
proportions of managers, officials, and proprietors) and also more
likely to have reached the execution stage in an urban renewal program,
Thus, his findings are consistent with the rest of the literature,
including this article,

But we believe that the data can better be interpreted by a theory
which is just the opposite of Hawley's. Rather than indicating a high
degree of centralization of power, a low MOP ratio is correlated with
the existence of a large number of centers of power and interfaces
between them, which facilitate community mobilization. While our
theory starts from some of the same premises as Hawley concerning the
importance of functionally differentiated units as the units of a
community which contribute to the mobilization of power, he neglects
the historical aspect of the development over time of a network of
communication of information and of resources which contribute to
the capacity of thg community to make collective decisions.

A forthcdming work by one of the present authors (Alford, 1969) on
four Wisconsin citles suggests that cities that are more bureaucratized
and have greater citizen participation are more likely to be able to
mobilize themselves for collective action, Both bureaucratization and

participation can be regarded as less abstract and less general terms
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for centers of power and their interfaces. The development of special-
lzed-agencies for decision making (bureaucratizatibn) and the develop=
ment of institutions and norms encouraging the participation of groups
are important aspects of community structure about which we are gener-
alizing in this paper,

| A community with a greater number of centers of power and more
interfaces between them is, by definition, one in whiéh there is a con-
siderable amount of active communication of political messages, attempts
to organize support for policies, and organization of more-or-less
shifting alliances. We would expect that a greater involvement of the
social base of the various centers of power might result, if only
because a more structurally differentiated system would have many more
channels of acéess to the population and support for its positions
could be better mobilized. Thus, we might expect that a number of
indicators of political involvement would be higher in communities with
more interfaced centers of power. Unfortunately, the only indicator
we have available is local voting turnout, But this is consistent with
our hypotheses. Cities with high voting turnout are larger, older,
more heterogeneous, and have greater population stability.(Alford and
Lee, 1968). Cities with high voting turnout also have more dollars
for poverty programs.* High political participation may be another
link in the chain of causal political and social proéesses connecting
the historical emergence of centers of power and di§erse relationships
between thgm with the capacity of citles to mobilize for collective

action,

%

The correlation of poverty dollars per capita with the proportion
of adults voting in the last local election before (April) 1962 was .14,
with the proportion of registrants voting .20, both significant.
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The fact that high voting turnout in referenda usually leads to
their defeat may seem to contradict our theory that high voting turn-
out functions to support coalitions of centers of power. But we proba-
.bly should distinguish between routinely high turnout and exceptionally

high turnout. In the latter case, a large turnout indicates an issue
which draws opposition, and is the case dealt with by Pinard (1963)
and Crain and Rosenthal (1967) in their studies of fluoridation. But
routinely high turnout indic;tes strucfural rather than situational
'sources of'participation, and may be consistent with our general argu=
ment about the beneficial consequences of many centers of power on
the mobilization of support,
- A study by Crain and Rosenthal (1967) of the impact of edqcational
1eVels upon decision making found that the better educated the city,

'the‘more "immobilized" it was., The authors argued that better educated
people participated more, which raised the level of conflict, and which
ihad_the consequence of preventing the government from exercising the
~ authority to make decisions. Unfortunately, they had no data directly
5eéring on the key association/ of education with participation, which
i, was the central theoretical link in theif argument. Although thorough
étudies of this question have not yet been done, data on voting turnout
indicate just the opposite finding, ﬁhat better educated cities have
lower turnout than more poorly educated.city pOpulétion (Alford and Lee,
1968),

We may thus reinterpret their findings more in line with our
present data and argument. It is consistent with our theory that

better~educated cities are less likely to have urban renewal programs,
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to have carried out desegregation programs, to have adopted fluoridation,
and to permit Negro registration, but not for the reasons that the
authors suggest, It is because cities with highly educated populations
are more homogeneous, that there are both fewer sources of policy
initiatives (centers of power) and fewer interfaces between them,
and that there is less mobilization for community action in those
respects., Thé authors also argue that conflict is more likely in
highly educated cities, which is finally what immobilizes the cities.
We are not prepared to comment on this assertion, since we have no
reason to predict more conflict in one type of city than another,

Our findings and theoretical perspective may also be linked to
the burgeoning literature on urban political cultures or political
"ethos.” Some of the existing literature relies on inferences from
public expenditures or referenda outcomes in ethnic and working-class
urban neighborhoods (Banfield and Wilson, 1963; Wilson and Banfield,
1964) . There have, of course, been criticisms of this perspective
(Wolfinger and Field, 1966), From this same perspective commitments
to certain general '"roles of government" (amenities, economic growth,
procedures, arbitration) have been inferred from consistencies in
patterns of policies in a wide variety of substantive areas (Williams
and Adrian, 1963). 1In neither of these cases have norms and values
been directly measured, only inferred.

Our study does not measure the values and norms of cowmunity groups
either, But we may have located some of the political processes through
which such values and norms are generated. The historical contacts of

centers of power in a community with each other must produce noxrms
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governing their communication with each other, the legitimacy of certain

issues and not others, and rules guiding the formation of coalitions

‘and the appropriate tactics to be used in debates, public hearings,

news releases, and the like. In short, it seems likely to us that the
substantive and procedural norms which constitute the content of a |
politiéal culture afe likely to be shaped by the historical processes
of the creation of centers of power and interfaces among them. Thus,
rather than necessarily contradicting such studies of political "ethos,"

we would hope that the theoretical ideas represented here would suggest

some structural accompaniments of such value systems.

CONCLUSTIONS
The logic of our empirical argument has been as follows. The indi-

cators of the current state of community structure--heterogeneity, need,

- bureaucratization, and political structure~-are related to the dependent

variable of participation in the federal poverty program. We have also
argued. that each of these factors is related to the number of centers
of power and their interfaces. That is, cities which are more diverse

in their social composition are more likely to have the social

structural bases for the formation of centers of power; cities with

greater poverty have more incentives to activate those centers of

power to produce political demands; cities which are more bureaucrat-

" ized have both more channels of access for those demands and more

government offiéials with the specialized capébility of applying

for federal money; and cities with '"nonreformist"
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which provide access to citizen groups making demands . Thus, each of
these factors can be regarded as independently contributing to the

contemporary set of political and social characteristics that are

conducive to a community structure that facilitates the expression of
political demands and attainment of decision outcomes.

But these'aspects of community structure do not exhaust the rele~
vant charactéristics of American communities which must be taken into
account. In particular, we have shown that city size and age add
substantially to our ability to predict decision outcomes. We have
interpreted these findings by suggesting that there are additional
properties of the current state of the community system for which these
empirical indicators are surrogates. We have argued that those addi-
tional properties are the number of centers of power and the number and
quality of interfaces among them., That is, the accumulation of infor-
mation and expcrience in a community system historically is an impor-
tant aspect of the current political and social sfruéture.

This aSSumption, of course, returns us to a more general theoret-
ical elaboration of our data. From this perspective we would argue
that as cities grow and become older, their economic base diversifies
and a variety of community organizations are established and elaborated.
Both processes lead to increasing structural differentiation of the
community or, from our point of view, the emergence of more centers of
power: coalitions of interests and/or values which have a relatively
high probability of acting as homogeneous political entities with

regpect to & wide variety of issues. We have distinguished the number
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of such centers of power from the number and intensity of the exchange
relationships or interfaces established among them.

Our model of a community political system is thus neither one of
a fully integrated organization, in which all parts are fully coordin-
ated in a hieraréhy of dominant and subordinate units,_nor an uninte-
grated one in which exchanges take place as in a market'between freely
deciding and participating actors. The concept of "inﬁeg;ation" is in
ﬁany ways as one sided as that of "centralization." The latter model,
which corresponds to the monolithic image of decision making in the
community power literature, is essentialiy a bureaucratic model. The
former is the bargaining or pluralistic model, which assumes that
community actors have freedom to enter and leave the political arena
on a particularvissﬁe at any time, bNeither of these models are histor=-
ical, because they fail to take into account: first, the range and
scope of issues which are only potential at a given time; second, the

range and number of centers of power and interfaces which have been

historically established, but may not be visible at anjﬂgiﬁen time;

and third, the numbers of relationships eétablished ambng them,

There are a‘numger of questions that could be raised'ébout our
assumptions as wéil‘as our conclusions. One such factor is that new
cities might have a higher proportion of migrants from rural areas
who are less likely to be linked to stable, settled groups and thus
less likely to havg developed channels of access to govgfnmental
officials, resultihg in their inability to organize to make political
demands, This ‘demog'r‘:aphic factor may 1lie behind some of these findings,

but rather than contradicting our overall argument, it éctually is
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quite consistent with it since it would follow that'such cities prob=-
ably have fewer interfaces,

Similarly, one could argue that newer cities may be devoting more
of their leadérship resources to building a substructure of urban
services: streets, police forces, schools or sewers. It might be
argued that the relationship between community structure and mobiliza~
tion is different for poverty programs than for other decision outputs
studied in the recent literature, because they are decisions of private,
nongovernmental groups, and bécadse‘they do not invblve the reallocation
of local resonfces, but only the securing of funds from the Federal
government, The fact that Crain and Rosenthal (19675 970) found that
decentralization of deéision-making power was associated with higher
performance'in the areas of fluoridation, school desegregation, and
Negro voter registration indicates that the second objection is prob=
ably invalid, And on the first point, our own data show that the same
factors presented in this paper are also associated with decision out-
puts in the area of urban renewal and 1§w-rent Federally supported
housing programs. We conclude therefore that thé choice of this
particular community decision did not determine our findings.

Finally, it is conceivable that our failure to measure the social
needs of communities adequately accounts for much of our findings. The
populations of older and larger cities may be poor, ill-housed, and
illweducated.in ways which our crude indicators do not tap. We doubt
that this is the case, It is also possible that the correlation of the
age and size of a city with poverty programs can be.atcounted for by -

other -factors: thaw the ones.we have hypothesized: the number-of centers
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of power and theif interfaces. We believe that we have taken into
account most of the available indicators on the correlates of age and
size which are also correlated with poverty programs, and have shown
that the apparehf effects of age and size are not eliminated,

There is af least preliminary evidence that something besides
social needs, social heterogeneity, bureaucratization,land government
structure is at work in the processes through which communities obtain
Federal money for poverty programs, But this does not answer the still
perplexing problem of whether we have interpreted the factors of age
and size correcfly. We cannot think of any other theoretical explana-

tion besides the one we have defined, but some other may be more

- appropriate,

At minimum'we'ﬁave suggested that existing frameworks for under=~
standing‘community'mobilization are both ill~developed and probably

faulty. Hopefully the discussion here will stimulate the consideration

‘of other theoretical'approaches. We are quite confident that a theoret-

ical structure that bridges the literature of community structure and
interorganizatioﬁal_relationships is one of the most prdmising avenues
for the future, and refinements on the approach developed here may

clearly be appropriate,
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Table 1. REIATIONSHIP BETWEEN AVERAGE NUMBER OF POVERTY DOLLARS PER
CAPITA AND AGE AND SIZE OF CITY

Multiple Regression Anaivysis
Zero Partial Unstandardized: Standardized
Correlation Correlation Regression Regression T
Variable “Qoefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Value
Constant 25,4937 e 6.81

Age of City (Census

Year City Reached ' U gt dede

%
-.3882 ~9.77

10,000 Population) ~.48 -.35 -,3022
Natural Logarithm of | Jedee , Kk
Population Size, 1960 W37 .16 .5299 . 1645 4,14

R% = 2466

*%% PL,001

|
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Table 2. MEANS OF CITY AGE, CITY SIZE, AND POVERTY DOLIARS PER CAPITA WITHIN
REGION AND CORREIATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN CITY AGE AND SIZE AND
NUMBER OF POVERTY DOLLARS PER CAPITA WITHIN REGIONS

. Means
a Number Number of poverty
Region of Cities Age of City City Size Dollars per capita
Northeast 164 1879 143,680 $ 5.67
South 191 1909 97,476 3.81
Midwest - 219 1905 102,320 2,51
Far West 102 1929 108,480 2.37

All Cities 676 1904 111,920 $ 3.62

Correlation Coefficients between
Number of Poverty Dollars Per

a Number - __Capita (log n) and:
Region of Cities Age of City City Size (log n)
Northeast 164 -.44*** : .42***
South 191 33" 36
Midwest 219 - 42" .36
Far West 102 -,61*** ..42*’“'c
ALl Cities 676 -.48" " 377

*%%  P<L.001
The states included in each region are as follows:

Northeast: Maine, New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Connecticut, Rhode
Island, New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Maryland, Delaware, and District
of Columbia,

South: Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, Missouri, Arkansas, Louisiana, Alabama,
Mississippi, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Virginia, West
Virginia, Kentucky, Tennessee,

Midwest: Ohio, Iﬁdiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconslin, Minnesota, Iowa, North
Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Montana, Idaho, Colorado Utah, Wyoming,
Arizona, New Mexico.

Far West: California, Oregon, Washington, Nevada, Alaska, Hawaii.
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Table 3. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN AVERAGE NUMBER OF POVERTY DOLLARS PER CAPITA
AND INDICATORS OF NEED

Multiple Regression Analysis

Source: U.S. Census of Populations: 1960

Zero Partial Unstandardized Standardized
Correlation Correlation Regression Regression T

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Value
Constant 13,8832 o 5.39
Per Cent of Families
with Incomes of Less ke
than $3,000 Per Year .30 .17 -.1238 ~.3841 b b
Median Income of Jedede Kkt
Families =.383 -, 24 ~,0012 -.5541 =6 ,36
Natural Logarithm of
Per Cent with Less
Than 5 Years of Edu- S K
cation .33 .16 31,2650 . 2956 4,23
Per Cent with Four e Kedede
Years of High School ~ .20 <16 0664 .2843 4,12
Per Cent 14 to 17 dedeke *k
Year Olds in School -.31 -,10 =,0740 -,1273 2,61

el ek
Per Cent Unemployed 024 o11 1777 +1235 2.88

RZ = ,1929
% PL.01
*H% PL,001
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Table 4. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN AVERAGE NUMBER OF POVERTY DOLLARS PER CAPITA
AND INDICATOR OF HETEROGENEITY

Multiple Regression Analysis

Zero Partial Unstandardized Standardized
Correlation Correlation Regression Regression T
Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Value
Constant 1.5097 5.15
Natural Logarithm oot Jeeoke
Per Cent Nonwhite 35 39 « 2687 4529 11.11
Per Cent in Private
Schools .02 07 »0199 : .0871 1.93
Per Cent Foreign k%
Stock =,02 012 .0398 .1470 3.04
RZ = ,1568
e P01
%%k p<,001

Source: U,S. Census of Population: 1960
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Table 5. RELATIONSHIPS BEIWEEN AVERAGE NUMBER OF POVERTY

DOLLARS PER CAPITA AND INDICATORS OF
BUREAUCRATIZATION OF CITY GOVERNMENT

Zero
Correlation Number
Variable Coefficient of Cases
Number of City
Employees Per Sk
1,000 Population .33 676
Presence of Full-
Time Personnel
Officer in City - .
Government .19 492
Presence of a
Capital Budget gk :
in City Government ' .15 540
**%  PL,001
Soufce: International City Managers' Association,

The Municipal Yearbook, 1967
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Table 6. RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN AVERAGE NUMBER OF POVERTY DOLLARS PER CAPITA
AND INDICATORS OF POLITICAL STRUCTURE

Multiple Regression Analysis

Zero . - Partial Unstandardized Standardized
Correlation  Correlation Regression Regression T
Variable _Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient Value
Constant 3.0427 ———— 7.68
Presence of City dese
Manager Government -.12 -.07. -.4086 -.0754 -1.78
Presence of Nonpar- e :
tisan Elections -.12 -.06 -.4032 - ~-.0676 ~1.63
Per Cent Elected *%
At Large -.06 .10 .0084 .1306 2.66
Number of City ke Sl
Councilmen .19 .18 «2944 .2307 4.83
RZ = ,0535

*% P01
*kd  p<L,001

Source: Municipal Yearbook, 1963
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MULTIPLE REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF INDICATORS OF CITY AGE AND SIZE,

Table 7.
HETEROGENEITY, BUREAUCRATIZATION, AND POLITICAL STRUCTURE
WITH POVERTY DOLLARS PER CAPITA
Multiple Regression Analysis
Unstandardized Standardized
Regression Regression
Variable Coefficient Coefficient T Value
Constant 23,5436 - 5,00
City Size and Age .
Age of City -,1833 -.2355 wl 66 %%k
City Size (Log n) .3765 .1169 2,90%%*
Indicators of Need
Per Cent of Families with

Incomes of Less than

$3,000 Per Year -,0859 -,2665 =3,59%%%
Median Family Income -,0012 =,5563 6, 88FF%k
Per Cent with Less than Four .

Years of High School .0821 3514 6. 14 %%k
Per Cent Unemployed o »1733 .1205 3.00%%
Per Cent 14 to 17 Year Olds

in School -, 0517 -,0889 «2,00%
Indicators of Heterogeneity
Per Cent Nonwhite (Log n) 5470 «2557 5.4 5%%%
Per Cent in Private Schools -.0032 -.0139 -.30
Per Cent Foreign Stock - .0535 © 1973 3.97%%k%
Indicator of Bureaucratization
City Employees per 1,000 Population .0336 .0808 2,05%
Indicators of Political Structure
Presence of City-Manager Government ,0768 .0142 «39
Presence of Nonpartisan Elections -,2974 -,0498 -1.40
Per Cent Elected At Large -,0013 -.0204 -48
Number of City Councilmen 0341 0267 «39

R? = ,3798

* P05
*% P01
*%%  PL,001
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COMPARISON. BETWEEN THE AMOUNT OF VARIANCE IN POVERTY DOLLARS

- PER CAPITA EXPLAINED BY EACH CLUSTER OF VARIABLES ALONE
AND THE AMCUNT OF VARIANCE UNIQUELY EXPLAINED BY EACH CLUSTER

Cluster

Per Cent of Variance
Explained by Each
Cluster of Varilables
Operating Alone

Per Cent of
Variance Uniquely
Explained by Each

- Cluster of Variables

Age and Size of City
Need

Heterogenéity
Bureaucratization
Political Strqcture

All Clusters

24.66
19.29
15.68
11.16

5.35

37.98

. Kk
4,67

Fedede
7.39

Jekede
3.36
40

.40

k¥ P<,001
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