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I. INTRODUCTION 


L 


If the 1960's was the decade of the social movement, the 1970's is 

the decade of the community organization and the neighborhood activist. 

Grassroots groups are not new to American political life (Alinsky 1941, 

Dilleck 1953). But their unprecedented growrh in number (Perlman 1978), 

their formation into city- and state-wide federations (Perlman 1978, Hunter 

and Sutrles 19721, .and their increasing adoption of direct action tactics 

(Steggerr 1975) during the last ten years distinguish them from their pre- 

1

decessors. 


Support for their activities and concern for the quality of neighborhood 

life is widespread among citizens, warranting the view that community organ- 

izations are not an epiphenomenon in American politics. A recent Gallup 

poll found that 89% of urban residents were willing to assist in solving 

neighborhood problems by practicipating in one or more activities which 

ranged from signing petitions to picketing. Fifty-two percent had already 

2
done so. 


These developments prompt the major question which this paper addresses: 


under what circumstances do people participate in community organizations, 


or when do citizens engage in formal collective action to solve neighborhood 


problems? 


Community organizations are viewed here as territorially based voluntary 


associations of local citizens who initiate collective action to achieve 


self-determined goals held to be in the interest of the neighborhood or 


local area. These goals typically concern land use and 'development 


(Mollenkopf 19721, the delivery of goods and services (Yates 1973). and the 


local moral order (street and Janowitz 1978). They relate to the local 




c i t i z e n ' s  r o l e s  as res iden t ,  consumer, and family member, r e s p e c t i v e l y .  ?% 

'Community organizat ions  a r e  fundamentally--,although not  exclusively--  
# Ip o l i t i c d  organizat ions  s i n c e  i n  pursuing t h e i r  goa l s  they b a r g a i n  most 

'\ 

f r e q u e n t l y  wi th  government t o  inf luence  t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of b e n e f i t s  


t o  t h e  l o c a l i t y .  Thei r  a u t h o r i t y  i n  the p o l i t i c a l  arena emerges 


d e  factor f rom, these  deal ings  r a t h e r  than being d e  ju re  guaranteed.  


Thus connuunity organizat ions  must s t r u g g l e  t o  achieve l eg i t imacy .  


tAnd they f requen t ly  r e s o r t  t o  t h e  t a c t i c s  of d i r e c t  a c t i o n  t o  g a i n  t h e i r  -
ends. The members of community organizat ions ,  defined i n  this way, are 

engaged i n  c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  bu t  i n  a form of i t  which is  d i s t i n c t  

from government-ini t iated p a r t i c i p a t i o n  t o  elect pub l ic  o f f i c i a l s  o r  pro- [ 
mote p u b l i c  programs, Such p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  which can be termed l o c a l  c i t i z e n  

Ia c t i o n  (Langdon 1978:21), is i n s t i g a t e d  frdm t h e  bottom up r a t h e r  than  

sponsored from t h e  top down. It is more " g l a d i t o r i a l "  than voting ( M i l - I
3 

b r a t h  and Goel 1977). And its i n t e n t i o n ,  i n  p a r t ,  is t o  s t r e ~ g t h e n - - o r  t o  
r f 

e s t a b l i s h  i n  t h e  f i r s t  place--the a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  of e l e c t e d  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  

and government bureaucracies  t o  t h e  l o c a l i t y .  I
The answer t o  when c i t i z e n s  i n i t i a t e  t h i s  s o r t  of c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  

a c t i o n  i n e v i t a b l y  touches on more g e n e r a l  i s s u e s :  t h e  n a t u r e  of neighbor- i 
hoods and the p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of p o l i t i c a l  i n i t i a t i v e  by i n d i v i d u a l s .  These 

issues a r e  p a r t  of a long-standing and f o c a l  concern of s o c i a l  sc ience  wi th  I 
' 

the e f f e c t s  of modernization i n  the  Western world on primary ties, community 

l i f e ,  democracy, and the  human persona l i ty .  I 

Since World War I1 t h r e e  streams of r e s e a r c h  have d e a l t  d i r e c t l y  wi th  i 
t h i s  f o c a l  concern: empi r i ca l  s t u d i e s  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  e l e c t o r a l  p o l i t i c s  

and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  iq voluntary  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  and ethnographies  of neighbor- I 
hood l i f e .  For t h e  m o s t . p a r t ,  these  s t u d i e s  do no t  i l l u m i n a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

I 



i n  contemporary community organizat ions.  They deserve examination, however, 

because t h e i r  shortcomings underscore some'cof t h e  leading c r i t e r i a  which 
# 

a4 	 should g u i d e  such an  inquiry .  They w i l l  be reviewed here ,  then,  not  so much 

for  what they e x p l a i n , ' b u t  f o r  why they e x p l a i n  s o  l i t t l e .I 	 3 

11. 	URBANISM,MASS SOCIETY, AND STUDIES OF PARTICIPATION I N  VOLUNTARY 

ASSOCIATIONS 

Research on voluntary  a s s o c i a t i o n s  flowered i n  the  1950's  and 1960's  

i n  response t o  t h e  f o r e c a s t s  of Wir th ' s  theory of urbanism (1938) and 

mass s o c i e t y  theory (Kornhauser 1959). 

Wirth pred ic ted  t h a t  urbanism diminished t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  primary t ies  

and thus  weakened t h e  neighborhood, whose t i g h t - k n i t  s o c i a l  world was 

thought t o  have provided him wi th  a sense  of i d e n t i t y ,  be longing,  moral  

guidance, and resources  f o r  mutual a s s i s t a n c e .  Secondary groups--based 

p r imar i ly  on occupation and class--provided an a l t e r n a t i v e  basis of a f f i l i a -

t i o n  bu t  could not ,  according t o  Wirth, r e c r e a t e  t h e  moral consensus a n d  

s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  of the  l o c a l  community and its personal  t ies.  

The s p e c i a l  concern of mass s o c i e t y  theory,  which shares many of Wirth's 

I assumptions,, was the  t h r e a t  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  posed t o  'democratic values, 

Its advocates f o r e c a s t  t h e  d i s s o l u t i o n  of primary t i e s . a n d  f requen t ly  secon-

dary groups a s  we l l  (Wilensky 1964). As  a r e s u l t ,  the i n d i v i d u a l  was i n  

danger of ,being i s o l a t e d  and anbmic. ~ a c k i n ~t h e  mediating p r o t e c t i o n  of 

group t i e s ,  he was p o t e n t i a l l y  vu lne rab le  t o  t o t a l i t a r i a n  c o n t r o l  by t he  

1 	 s t a t e .  H i s  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  would n o t  be  self-determined o r  l o c a l l y  

insp i red  but would be shaped ins tead  by mass influences--large bureaucracies ,  

extremist movements, the  media, government. 



A widely held assumption i n  sociology which underlies t h i s  view is 

t h a t  t he  dec l ine  of the neighborhood as a v i t a l  soc i a l  world necessar i ly  
0 

spells f t s  dec l ine  as a bas i s  of p o l i t i c a l  organization.  This assumption . * - . .  -

is incor rec t .  It appl ies  poorly t o  the cur ren t  s i t u a t i o n  in which the 

neighborhood typical ly  does not connnand the in tense  loyal ty  of i ts  r e s i -

dents and t h e i r  intimate involvement with each o ther  (Craven and Wellman 

1974, F i sche t  1975, Fischer e t  a l .  1977, Taub e t  al. 1977), and ye t  i n  

which community organizations are thr iv ing  and apparently p r o l i f e r a t i n g .  

And thus i t  obscures an understanding of the circumstances under which 

r e s iden t s  pa r t i c ipa t e  i n  community organizations.  

The c r u c i a l  conditions which promote l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  mobi l izat ion do 

not  der ive from the neighborhood's exis tence as a core s o c i a l  world. 

(The neighborhood can have an ac t ive  p o l i t i c a l  l i f e  without having an 

ac t ive  s o c i a l  l i f e . )  E lec tora l  p o l i t i c s  is based on represen ta t ion  by 

loca l i t y .  Many governmental resources and funccioas a r e  organized on t h i s  

b a s i s  as well. The increase i n  government spending and programs i n  t h e  

p a s t  three decades has i n t ens i f i ed  expectations by.neighborhoods for ser-

v ices  and f o r  accountabi l i ty  i n  t h e i r  de l ivery  (S t ree t  and Janowitz 1978). 

Government o f f i c i a l s  sometimes encourage community organizat ions  to form 

when they need pol icy advice, information about: an area, and legi t imacy i n  

order t o  implement programs which a r e  based i n  neighborhoods (Taub e t  al .  

1977). Community organizations a r e  f requent ly  constructed i n  response t o  

ex te rna l  t h rea t s  t o  the neighborhood r a t h e r  than na tura l ly  emerging f r o m  

the pr ior  r e l a t i ons  of res idents ,  And neighborhood cohesion may be pro-

duced by such th rea t s  r a the r  than ex i s t i ng  p r i o r  t o  them (Coleman 1971). 

I n  a neighborhood with an extensive network of personal ties number of 

l o c a l  concerns may be handled informally through these re la t ionsh ips .  I n  a 
. I  



neighborhood which lacks such a network community organizations may be 

formed precisely in order to deal on a form@ basis with those problems 

which cannot be solved inf 0-11~. Finally, parricipalion in community 

organizations to solve local problems entails instrumental action, Prior 

neighborliness is not a necessary condition for such instrumental action 

to occur. Participants may act together without being friends (Fischer 

1975). As Heberle points out, 

Neighborhood, as a social relation, is originally indifferent 

in regard to emotional-affectual attitudes of neighbors to 

on another. Neighbors will do certain things for each other, 

whether they like each other or not (Heberle 1960:9, cited 

in Fischer 1975)'. 


Starting in the l950's, researchers mounted an empirical counterattack 


against the pessimistic interpretations of urban society advanced by 


Wirth and the mass theorists (Axelrod 1956, Dotson 1951, Fosketr 1955, 


Freeman, Novak, and Reeder 1957, Wright and.Hyman 19.58)- While their 


findings do not focus on the conditions for iocal political mobilization, 


they did discredit the prevailing view that.persona1 and secondary ties 


were dwindling. They generally found primary groups surviving and partici-


pation in voluntary associations substantial. 


Tomeh offers a number of criticisms of these and more recent studies 


of participation in voluntary associations. 


The empirical findings on membership participation differ 

widely. ..Although it is impossible to come _up with exact figures, 

cited research shows that the majority of urbanites are members 

of at least one formal group other than the church... 


For the most part, empirical investigations directed at distin- 

guishing individuals who participate in formal groups from those 

who do not participate are limited to analyses of population 

characteristics. In general, the findings indicate that partici- 

pation in voluntary organizations is high among high SES groups, 

males, married persons, Protestants, and blacks. Results with 

respect to age, length of residence, and size of community are 

not very consistent, Furthermore the variations within the 




d i f f e r e n t  ca tegor ies  of most of t h e  demographic v a r i a b l e s  i s  
r a t h e r  wide... . 

L 

Moreover, the e f f e c t s  of the he te rogene i ty  or,homogeneity of t h e  
voluntary  group membership popula t ion a r e  g e n e r a l l y  neglected,  
al though t h i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  may a f f e c t  p a t t e r n s  of i n t e r a c t i o n  
types  of leadership ,  and degree of consensus w i t h i n  t h e  organiz-  
a t i o n .  The l e v e l  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i t h i n  an o r g a n i z a t i o n  has  
n o t  been t r e a t e d  a s  a n  a t t r i b u t e  of t h e  o rgan iza t ion .  F i n a l l y ,  
the s t r w t u r a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of formal groups have been examined 
from t h e  s tandpoint  of t h e  occupants of r o l e s ,  w h i l e  the  s t r u c -  
ture of t h e  organizat ions  i n  t h e  community is seldom regarded 
as i t s e l f  a v a r i a b l e  w i t h i n  a comparative community context .  

In  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  prepondkraace of r esea rch  on demographic 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  s t u d i e s  r e l a t i n g  membership t o  a t t i t u d i n a l  
and psychological  f a c t o r s  a r e  few. What is known is t h a t  mem- 
be rsh ip  i n  formal groups is a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  f e e l i n g s  of satis-
f a c t i o n  and w e l l  being, o p t i m i s t i c  a t t i t u d e s ,  a sense of pre- 
d i c t a b i l i t y ,  etc. . , .  

Other types of in f luence  on decision-making relative t o  a f f i l i a -  
t i on  (such as re fe rence  groups, s e l f - i n t e r e s t ,  p r e v i o u s  exper ience ,  
specific events,  etc. )' have been .inadequately t r e a t e d  i n  terms 
of a resea rch  s t r a t e g y  o r  a t h e o r e t i c a l  typology. 

- Some of these  i s s u e s  a r e  important ,  moreover, because  of t h e i r  
impl ica t ions  f o r  t h e  na tu re  of t h e  community, i n  that the t y p e  
of a s s o c i a t i o n  an i n d i v i d u a l  encounters i s  r e l a t e d  t o  the 
a s s o c i a t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e  of the  l o c a l  community ...(Communities) 
d i f f e r  g r e a t l y  i n  t h e  p a t t e r n  of a s s o c i a t i o n a l  activities which 
they af ford . . .Comuni t ies  may a l s o  va ry  wi th  respe.ct t o  type  of 
formal organizat ion.  I n  some communities economic and p o l i t i c a l  
groups a r e  l i k e l y  t o  predominate, whereas i n  o t h e r s  i n t e r e s t  
groups and r e c r e a t i o n a l  c lubs  a r e  p reva len t .  This suggests  
t h a t  communities d i f f e r  w i t h  regard  t o  sources of a f f i l i a t i o n ,  
which d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t u r n  may affect membership rates o r  a f f i l i a -  
t i o n  processes.. .  (Tomeh 1974:108-11). 

To these  c r i t i c i s m s  the  fol lowing may be added. 

The s t u d i e s  of t h e  empir ica l  c r i t ics  focus  on how much p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

e x i s t s  genera l ly  r a t h e r  than on who p a r t i c i p a t e s  i n  what o r g a n i z a t i o n s  f o r  

which reasons. Rates of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  f o r  t h e  most broadly def ined segments 

of t h e  population and i n  t h e  most g e n e r a l  c a t e g o r i e s  of groups predominate 

over  more d i s c r e t e  f indings .  The d a t a  is no t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  enough t o  

examine how the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of p a r t i c i p a n t s  and the  circumstances of -



- -- 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  vary by type of organization ( ~ a r s h a l l  1968, May 1971). 

Whether, f o r  example, a person's length andrtype of res idence,  l i f e  c y c l e  
I 

stage,  i n t r a - vs. extra-neighborhood ties, and a loca le ' s  problems and i n t e r -  

ests are co r r e l a t e s  of par t i c ipa t ion  i n  community organizat ions  cannot be  

assessed from these s tudies .  The focus on gross l eve l s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

i n  these  s tud i e s  is prompted by the  terms of debate which Wirthian and mass 

socie ty  theory s e t .  If urbanism and indus t r ia l i sm lessen o r  emasculate 

group ties, then r a t e s  of pa r t i c ipa t i on  a r e  t he  c r i t i c a l  d a t a  t o  confirm 

or disprove these theories.  

D i s t i nc t i ons  between mere membership and a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  and 

l eve l s  i n  between, a r e  generally not made. The s t ruc tu re  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

i n  community organizations,  which r e ly  s o  heavi ly  on people 's  time and energy,  

reveals  a grea t  dea l  about the  rewards they o f f e r  members, t h e  goals they 

pursue, and the s t y l e  of leadership they prac t ice .  

.How pa r t i c ipa t i on  i s  a f fec ted  by t h e  contextual  and s t r u c t u r a l  v a r i a b l e s  

beyond the  l e v e l  of the  ind iv idua l  o r  t he  organizat ion i s  n o t  examined. How 

the  neighborhood s e t t i n g ,  the aggregate charac te r  of i ts residents, inter-

organizat ional  r e l a t i ons ,  the nature  of p o l i t i c a l  au thor i ty ,  and so on 

inf luences  pa r t i c ipa t i on  is not  t reated.  

As Tomeh implies,  communities--or neighborhoods--offer r e s iden t s  

d i f f e r e n t  opportunity s t ruc tu re s  f o r  pa r t i c ipa t i on .  Whether, and i n  what, 

a person pa r t i c ipa t e s  w i l l  depend, i n  p a r t ,  on what oppor tun i t i e s  an a r e a  

provides. The l i t e r a t u r e  on voluntary a s soc i a t i ons  ignores t h i s  l i n e  of 

5
invest igat ion f o r  the  most par t .  



F i n a l l y ,  while the  empir ica l  c r i t ics  d i f f e r  wi th  Wirth and the m a s s  

s o c i e t y  t h e o r i s t s  about urbanism' s impact n  primary and secondary groups ,  
0 

they share with them a s i m i l a r  conception of t h e  func t ions  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

which is  inadequate f o r  understanding involvement i n  community o rgan iza t ions .  

For Wir th ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  in t imate ,  t e r r i t o r i a l l y  based s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  

genera ted  l o c a l  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  i n  the  community, e s t a b l i s h i n g  a  l o c a l  mora l  

order  of shared values  and se l f - regu la ted  behavior among r e s i d e n t s .  F o r  

the mass t h e o r i s t s ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  vo lun ta ry  a s s o c i a t i o n s  e rec ted  a media-

t i n g  bulwark between the  ind iv idua l  and t h e  s t a t e ,  p r o t e c t i n g  him a g a i n s t  

the d e s t r u c t i o n  of ind iv idua l  freedom by s t a t e  power. 

,Thisconception of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is expressed cogent ly  by Greer, a 

leading c r i t i c  of mass s o c i e t y  theory; i n  two a r t i c l e s  of the period. 

The p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i n  h i s  community i s  of 1 

importance on two grounds. T h e o r e t i c a l l y  an understanding 
of such behavior a i d s  i n  the c l a r i f i c a t i o n  and ex tens ion  of o u r  I 

p i c t u r e  of modern s o c i e t y  as a system. And, from a normative 
po in t  of view, the  na tu re  and degree of such p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
s e t s  the  l i m i t s  and i n d i c a t e s  the  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  ! 

i n  a non-hierarchical  s o c i e t y  (Greer 1958:329). 1 

...Mediating organizations--the s t r u c t u r a l  express ion  of a 
p l u r a l  society-- ...(a r e ) ...e f f e c t i v e  because they c a n  mobi l ize  
the  populat ion i n  such a  way a s  t o  l i m i t  the  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  
state. The groups. . .range from B'nai  B r i t h  o r  t h e  C.Y.O. 
t o  t h e  garden and 4-H c lubs ,  from the  i n d u s t r i a l  a s s o c i a t i o n  and 
l a b o r  union t o  the  p h i l a t e l i s t  o r  madrigal  s o c i e t y .  They are 
on-going o rgan iza t ions ,  based on t h e  r o u t i n e  of everyday l i f e ,  
which represen t  an a r e a  of autonomous s o c i a l  va lue ,  and can 
represent  t h a t  va lue  i n  p o l i t i c a l  terms i f  necessary .  
Therefore, we s h a l l  c a l l ' s u c h  vo lun ta ry  formal o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
nparapo l i t i ca l ' '  (Greer and Orleans 1962:635). 

We do no t  q u a r r e l  wi th  the  no t ion  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  may func t ion  as 

a defense a g a i n s t  anomie and tyranny, b u t  argue t h a t  neighborhood p a r t i c i -  

p a t i o n  to inf luence  pub l ic  p o l i c y  and t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of pub l i c  goods 

1and services is not  adequately understood i n  t h e s e  terms. And i t s  impact I 

on the  problem-solving capac i ty  of t h e  neighborhood merits exp lana t ion  i n  1 
I 



its own r i g h t ,  whatever i ts  impl ica t ions  f o r  s o c i e t y  a s  a whole. The 
b 


e s s e n t i a l  func t ion  of  such p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  from t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  of the  

neighborhood and its i n t e r e s t s ,  is no t  normative o r  media t ing  bur p o l i t i c a l .  

Moreover, s i n c e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  community o rgan iza t ions  is e x p l i c i t l y  

p o l i t i c a l ,  i t  should be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  i n  a n a l y s i s  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

o the r  types of voluntary  organiza t ions ,  which a r e  merely p o t e n t i a l l y  p o l i t i c a l  

--or p a r a p o l i t i c a l ,  t o  use  Greer ' s  term. The empi r i ca l  c r i t i c s  f a i l e d  to  

make t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  because f o r  them, as f o r  t h e  mass s o c i e t y  t h e o r i s t s ,  

a l l  v o l u n t a r y  a s s o c i a t i o n s  played a mediat ing func t ion  i n  s o c i e t y ,  and 

t h i s  sha red  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  was more c r u c i a l  t o  t h e i r  t h e o r e t i c a l  i n t e r e s t s  

than any d i f f e r e n c e s  between such groups were. 
, . 

1 1  NEIGHBORHOOD STUDIES 

The long t r a d i t i o n  of urban neighborhood s t u d i e s  has  e x c e l l e d  i n  

f i n e l y  wrought ethnographies of se l f -conta ined s b c i a l  worlds (Short 1971).  

They provided evidence t h a t  personal  and s o c i a l  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  a t  the 

l o c a l  l e v e l  had not  broken down (Whyte 1943). They have demonstrated t h e  

importance of l o c a l  t e r r i t o r y  i n  the  l a r g e  c i t y  as a basis f o r  o rgan iz ing  

s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  ( S u t t l e s  1968). They have, i n  sum, d i s c r e d i t e d  the view 

t h a t  comuni ty ,  tooted  i n  l o c a l i t y ,  l i e s  everywhere dead o r  dying.  

But the  neighborhoods l i t e r a t u r e ,  p a r t l y  because of its s p e c i a l  con-

c e r n  w i th  f ind ing  community and bounded s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e  a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l ,  

h a s  tended t o  ignore  two s e t s  of  f o r c e s  which a r e  important f o r  unders tanding 

community o rgan iza t ions  and the  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of loca l  r e s i d e n t s  i n  them. 

Most neighborhood ethnographies have d iscovered v i b r a n t  community by 

examining s p e c i a l  r a t h e r  than t y p i c a l  l o c a l i t i e s  (Kel ler  1965): the slum 

( S u t t l e s  1968), the  high-rent  d i s t r i c t  (Zorbaugh 19291, the  u n i v e r s i t y  
- > -



loca le  (Hunter 1975), the  e t h n i c  enclave (Wirth 1928), t h e  area dominated 

by a s i n g l e  occupational  subcul ture  ( ~ o r n b l b m1974). heir' d e s c r i p t i o n s  

do not f i t  many neighborhoods where l o c a l  t e r r i t o r y  i s  f r e q u e n t l y  not  t h e  

major f o c a l  point  of s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  and i n t e r a c t i o n  among r e s i d e n t s  

(Craven and Wellman 1974, F i scher  1975, F i scher  e t  al. 1977, Janowitz 1967). 

To the e x t e n t  t h a t  l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s  are embedded i n  s o c i a l  networks 

beyond the neighborhood, the  neighborhood l a c k s  a s t rong  sys tem of i n f o r m a l  

s o c i a l  o rgan iza t ion .  Inf luence  and s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  cannot be e f f e c t i v e l y  

exer ted  through such a system t o  so lve  t h e  problems of l o c a l  i n c i v i l i t y .  

Community organizat ions  may arise, i n  p a r t ,  i n  response t o  t h i s  s i t u a t i o n .  

They a t tempt  t o  reconnect people a t  t h e  l o c a l  l e v e l  around i n s t r u m e n t a l  

- t a sks  which much weakened neighborhood t ies  can no longer accomplish.
-* iZ~ :. 

. Thus ;he :&ol i feraf io&of  community o rgan iza t ions  may be a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  t h e  
- a - . - * - $?- g &-t 

d e c l i n e - of& .tr&ti&. )ominunity i n  t h e  neighborhood. And i t  may represent 
..'7.3 , *. t 

t h e  r e c r e a t i o n  .of community i n  a new form. 

Neighborhood ethnographies have a l s o  f a i l e d  t o  document s y s t e m a t i c a l l y  

the e x t e r n a l  inf luences  which shape neighborhood l i f e  and t o  which community 

organizat ions  a r e  f requen t ly  a response. Residents  qua residents of a 

neighborhood are much concerned wi th  t h e  s e c u r i t y  and value  of t h e i r  p r o p e r t y  

s t a k e s ,  who moves i n  and who moves away, what bus inesses  o r  f a c i l i t i e s  open 

o r  c lose ,  what t r a n s p o r t a t i o n  r o u t e s  run through o r  near  t h e  a r e a  (Davies 

1966, Fellnan and Brandt 1973, Mollenkopf 1973, Xolotch 1972) .  These i s s u e s  

of property and c a p t i a l  a r e  decided by economic and p o l i t i c a l  forces  beyond 

t h e  con t ro l  and f requen t ly  beyond the  i n f l u e n c e  of neighborhood residents. 

They shape much of l i f e  i n  a neighborhood b u t  a r e ' e x t e r n a l  t o  i t .  .So i n  

this sense a s  w e l l  the  neighborhood is n o t  a se l f -conta ined s o c i a l  world.  

Community o rgan iza t ions  do b a t t l e  wi th  these  i s s u e s .  The s t r u c t u r e  these 



groups take, the  t a r g e t s  they s e l e c t , .  and t h e  l i m i t s  they face--a l l  o f  

which a f f e c t  who p a r t i c i p a t e s  i n  t h e w a r e  inf luenced by ' t h e  fo rces  behind 

-these i s s u e s .  

IV. STUDIES OF POLITICAL PARTICIPATIOlJ 

The s tudy of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was t r a d i t i o n a l l y  the study of 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  e l e c t o r a l  p o l i t i c s  '(Almond and Verba 1963, Berelson e t  a l .  

1954, Campbell e t  al. 1960, Lane 1959). Research centered on t h e  r a t e s  

and c o r r e l a t e s  of vo t ing  o r  on a broader set of e l e c t o r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  r ang ing  

.from keeping informed about p o l i t i c s  t o  working i n  campaigns or  running 

fo r  p u b l i c  o f f i c e .  These a c t i v i t i e s  were arrayed on a  continuum of p a r t i c i -  -- . - - * 

pa t ion  from t h e  least d i f f i c u l t  (e.g., vo t ing)  t o  t h e  most d i f f i c u l t :  (e.g., 

being a candidate) .  P a r t i c i p a n t s ,  depending on t h e i r  l e v e l  of a c t i v i t y ,  

were a s  more, o r  l e s s ,  a c t i v e .  Milbra th  (1965), f o r  example, 

d i s t ingu i shed  between a p a t h e t i c s ,  s p e c t a t o r s ,  and g l a d i a t o r s .  

The e a r l y  s t u d i e s ,  wi th  t h e i r  focus on e l e c t o r a l  pa r t i c ' ipa t ion ,  do n o t  

examine involvement i n  community o rgan iza t ions  , a 1  though s u c h  a c t i v i t y  i s  

one aspect  of p o l i t i c s  broadly defined as t h e  a l l o c a t i o n  of v a l u e s  i n  t h e  

community. Moreover, the  c o r r e l a t e s  of e l e c t o r a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  which 

these  s t u d i e s  uncovered, and t h e  c o r r e l a t e s  of community a c t i v i s m  may 

d i f f e r  s ince  these  two sets of a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  a n a l y t i c a l l y  distinct i n  

s e v e r a l  respects .  The two occur i n  d i f f e r e n t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  settings: the 

mechanisms of p a r t i s a n  e l e c t i o n s  and voluntary  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  t h e  one c o n t r o l l e d  

by government, t h e  o t h e r  not .  I n  a d d i t i o n ,  most e l e c t o r a l  a c t i v i t i e s  

examined i n  these  s t u d i e s  involve  i n d i v i d u a l  behavior: s t a y i n g  informed 

about  p o l i t i c s ,  &t ing,  con tac t ing  a p u b l i c  o f f  i c i a l .  (Even a t t e n d i n g  a  



p o l i t i c a l  meeting is e s s e n t i a l l y  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  a c t .  ) I n  contrast, most r 
€3 

of the a c t i v i t i e s  of co~lrmunityorganizat iot is  involve  c o l l e c t i v e  behavior, 

which is undertaken with re fe rence  t o  o r  as a p a r t  of a n  organized group. f 
Work i n  a p o l i t i c a l  campaign o r  p a r t y  o r g a n i z a t i o n  2 c o l l e c t i v e  and, l i k e  i 
conrmunity ac t iv ism,  e n t a i l s  h igher  c o s t s ,  i n c u r s  more r i s k s ,  and r e q u i r e s  

? - T
different s k i l l s  of the  ind iv idua l  than o t h e r  forms of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  L 

Yet 

not 

community organizat ions  may be e s t a b l i s h e d  because p u b l i c  o f f i c i a l s  can- I 
be made accountable t o  c i t i z e n s  through t h e i r  convent ional  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  L. 

i n  the e l e c t o r a l  process. P a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  such groups may h a v e  given up I 
on " p o l i t i c s "  o r  a t  l e a s t  view t h e  p o l i t i c a l  system wi th  cynicism. In such 

i n s t a n c e s ,  community a c t i v i s t s  and e l e c t o r a l  a c t i v i s t s  may be inf luenced r,i 
t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  by d i f f e r e n t  f a c t o r s .  . " 

Evidence that involvement in-community o rgan iza t ions  indeed represents 

a d i s t i n c t  mode o r  s t y l e  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  wi th  its own p a t t e r n  of c o r r e l a t e s  

comes from a recen t  s tudy which expands t h e  o l d e r  conception o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

to inc lude a broader range of p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  (Verba and Nie 1972).  

Verba and Nie i d e n t i f i e d  "corumunalists" (about 20% of Americans) a s  a 

a s t i n c t  type who tended t o  concentra te  t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  t h e  fo l lowing  

c l u s t e r  of a c t i v i t i e s ,  al though they a l s o  voted regulaxly:  forming a group--

or working wi th  an  e x i s t i n g  group--to s o l v e  l o c a l  problems; be ing  an a c t i v e  

member of community o rgan iza t ions ;  and c o n t a c t i n g  pub l ic  o f f i c i a l s  abou t  

some s o c i a l  i s sues .  E l e c t o r a l  a c t i v i s t s ,  i n  c o n t r a s t ,  devoted t h e i r  efforts 

to p o l i t i c a l  p a r t y  and campaign work. 
i 

Studies  of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  have r e l i e d  on survey resea rch  
t 
I 
L 

and mul t iva r ia te  ana lys i s .  While these  techniques  have enormously advanced 
. . 

understanding of the  e x t e n t ,  modes, and c o r r e l a t e s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i t h i n  1 
i 

large populat ions and f a c i l i t a t e d  c ross -na t iona l  comparisons, they have i 



diver ted  a t t e n t i o n  from data  and i n t e rp re t a t i ons  which would con t r i bu t e  

t o  a f u l l e r  explanation of p o l i t i c a l  pa r t iq ipa t ion .  Research which over- 
* 

comes t h e s e  problems is l i k e l y  t o  improve our  understanding of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

generally and cornunity activism spec i f i c a l l y .  

May (1971) has summarized some of t h e  key f indings  of survey r e sea rch  

on p o l i t i c a l  pa r t i c ipa t ion .  

I n  general ,  people who a r e  e f f e c t i v e  i n  p r iva t e  l i f e  a r e  
e f f e c t i v e  i n  public l i f e ,  people with more educ t ion  know more 
about p o l i t i c s ,  people who engage i n  some p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t i e s  
a r e  highly  l i k e l y  t o  engage i n  o thers ,  and people of higher 
socio-economic status are more Likely t o  possess the character-
i s t i c s  which lead t o  high r a t e s  of pa r t i c ipa t i on ...Recently 
s eve ra l  s t ud i e s  have demonstrated t h a t  blacks p a r t i c i p a t e  no 
less than whites of s im i l a r  socio-economic s t a t u s  and f requent ly  
p a r t i c i p a t e  more bu t  they a r e  l e s s  s a t i s f i e d  with t h e  r e s u l t s  
(pp. 210-211). 

The c o r r e l a t e s  of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  most o f ten  examined by survey  

researchers  have been demographic and s o c i a l  psychological c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of . 


individuals :  socio-economic s t a t u s ,  p lace  and length  of res idence ,  a g e ,  


sex, r e l i g ion ,  race ,  p o l i t i c a l  e f f i cacy ,  psychological  involvement i n  


p o l i t i c s ,  c i v i c  a t t i t u d e s ,  p o l i t i c a l  a l i ena t i on ,  cynicism, and d i s t r u s t  


(Milbrath and Goel 1977). 


The s t ronges t  s i n g l e  "determinant" of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is socio-

economic s t a t u s ,  a f inding cons i s t en t l y  r ep l i ca t ed  i n  var ious  s tud ies .  -

What strongly l i n k s  socio-economic s t a t u s  t o  pa r t i c ipa t i on ,  most s t u d i e s  

have found, is  c i v i c  a t t i t u d e s ,  

According to  the. , . (standard socio-economic model) ...soc i a l  
s t a t u s  determines t o  a la rge  ex t en t  the  amount t o  which...a 
person . . . p a r t i c i p a t e s .  And i t  does so  through the intervening 
e f f e c t  of a v a r i e t y  of "civic" a t t i t u d e s  conducive t o  such 
pa r t i c ipa t i on  (Verba and Nie 1972). 

Verba and Nie found t h a t  the c i v i c  a t t i t u d e s  which most connected high 

socio-economic s t a t u s  t o  high p a r t i c i p a t i o n  were: psychological  involve-

ment i n  p o l i t i c s ,  a sense of p o l i t i c a l  e f f i c acy ,  information about p o l i t i c s ,  



and a sense of contr ibut ion to  the  community. 

But a n  emphasis on the mediating r o l e  .of c i v i c  a t t i t u d e s  may not pro-
L 

vide an adequate explanation of par t i c ipa t ion .  Civic a t t i t u d e s  which are 

conducive t o  par t i c ipa t ion  may r e s u l t  from people's past  experience o r  

r e a l i s t i c  expectations aboutthe outcomes of pa r t i c ipa t i on .  If a group's  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is  e f f ec t i ve  i n  securing publ ic  goods or  in f luenc ing  p u b l i c  

t 
Z"

I 

I
i 
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policy, then it w i l l  develop the  r e q u i s i t e  c i v i c  a t t i t u d e s .  The lack of 

such a t t i t u d e s  among a  group may r e f l e c t  i ts r e a l i s t i c  assessment t h a t  

p a i t i c a l  pa r t i c ipa t i on  does not work f o r  them. Thus the  poor  p a r t i c i p a t e  

less because p o l i t i c s  pays l e s s ;  t h e i r  a t t i t u d e s  are a response t o  t h i s  

s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  r a the r  than a  cause of it. Their  lower s ense  of p o l i t i c a l  

r 
r
L 

f 
I 

ef f icacy ,  f o r  example, r e s u l t s  from the experience o r  knowledge tha t  p a r t i c i -  

pat ion does not lead t o  power, 

In  t h e i r  assessment of the War on Poverty' s Community Action Program, 

Marris and Rein note, "as soon as the. projech offered an opportunity t h a t  

seemed genuine there was more response ( i . e . ,  pa r t i c ipa t ion)  than could be 

handled" (Marris and Rein 1968: 4) . 
I n  sum, research re ly ing  heavi ly  on demographic and social psychological  

data tends t o  ignore how r a t e s  of pa r t i c ipa t i on  among var ious  groups a r e  

influenced by t h e i r  impact on po l icy  and p o l i t i c i a n s .  

This shortcoming is p a r t  of a large* one: the tendency of survey 

research on pa r t i c ipa t i on  t o  ignore the way i n  which the s t r u c t u r e  and power 

of government shapes the  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  p o l i t i c a l  in f luence  which d i f f e r e n t  

c l a s se s  of c i t i z e n s  have. This f a i l i n g  has  been a cen t ra l  f e a t u r e  of t h e  

c r i t i q u e ,  mounting over the  p a s t  decade, of the  p l u r a l i s t  vfew of community 

t 

i 

power. The p l u r a l i s t  view sees the  ho lde r s  of power as those  who choose t o  

par t i c ipa te  most e f f e c t i v e l y  i n  the p o l i t i c a l  market place and thus win c 

i 
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b a t t l e s  over publ ic  i s s u e s  al though the c o n s t r a i n t s  of class and race  may 

make the p a r t i c i p a t i o n  of some groups less y f f e c t i v e  than t h a t  of o t h e r s .  

The c o u n t e r  view argues t h a t  s t a t e  a u t h o r i t y  n o t  only d<f f  e r e n t i a l l y  

s t r u c t u r e s  the  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  bu t  a l s o  makes t h e  most 

a c c e s s i b l e  forms of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (e.g., vot ing)  t h e  l e a s t  e f f e c t i v e ,  

i n f l u e n c e s  the  scope of i s s u e s  which a r e  p u b l i c l y  considered,  and pe rmi t s  

c e r t a i n  interest  groups and elites t o  win without  p a r t i c i p a t i n g  through 

convent ional  p o l i t i c a l  channels a t  a l l  (Bachrach and Baratz 1970). 

Alford  and Friedland (1975) take  t h i s  view i n  e l a b o r a t i n g  how the 

s t r u c t u r e  of s t a t e  a u t h o r i t y  a f f e c t s  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

The state s t r u c t u r e  i n  the  United S t a t e s  has  (a) bureaucra t i c -
ally i n s u l a t e d  dominant i n t e r e s t s  from p o l i t i c a l  chal lenge,  
(b) p o l i t i c a l l y  fragmented and n e u t r a l i z e d  nondominant i n t e r -  
ests, (c) supported f i s c a l  and po l i cy  dependence on p r i v a t e  
economic power, and (d) the re fo re  r e s u l t e d  i n  a  l a c k  of l e g i s -  
lative o r  e l e c t o r a l  c o n t r o l  over t h e  s t r u c t u r e  of expend i tu res  
and revenues. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  through normal i n s t i t u t i o n a l i z e d  
channels has  l i t t l e  impact on t h e  substance of government 
p o l i c i e s .  I n e f f e c t i v e  symbolic responses t o  t h e  demands of 
nondominant i n t e r e s t s  have r e s u l t e d  i n  cyc les  of n o n i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a s  a  form of s o c i a 1 , c o n t r o l .  I f  t h e  s t r u c t u r i n g  
of t h e  s t a r e  has thus  prevented t h e  e f f e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  organ-
i z a t i o n  of nondominant i n t e r e s t s ,  and if programs designed t o  

' meet t h e i r  needs have been symbolic and i n e f f e c t u a l ,  then t h e  
p a r t i c u l a r l y  low l e v e l  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by lower-income i n d i v i -
dua l s  i s  n e i t h e r  a n a l y t i c a l l y  s u r p r i s i n g  nor p o l i t i c a l l y  i r r a t i o n a l .  

Survey research on p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  assumes f o r  t h e  most p a r t  

t h a t  the  ind iv idua l ' s  a t t i t u d e s  a c t i v a t e  o r  t r i p  o f f  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Behind t h i s  assumption is a l ight -swi tch  conception of behavior  a s  t h e  

e x t e r n a l  response t o  i n t e r n a l  s t a t e s  of t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  which s o c i a l  psychology 

h a s  p e r s i s t e n t l y  d isputed (Deutscher 1973). The impression is l e f t  i n  

s t u d i e s  of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  t h a t  t h e  d e c i s i o n  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  is a 

matter so le ly  between the i n d i v i d u a l  and h i s  a t t i t u d e s .  One consul ts  one's 

a t t i t u d e s  and, i f  not  found wanting, p a r t i c i p a t e s .  



This conception is def ic ien t  i n  three  respec ts  which a r e  important 

t o  understanding par t ic ipa t ion  i n  communitx organizations.  F i r s t ,  people  
e 

f requent ly  j o in  organizations,  p o l i t i c a l  o r  otherwise, p r e c i s e l y  because 

they f i n d  c e r t a i n  a t t i t u d e s  wanting. People jo in  because t hey  don' t  feel 

e f f i c a c i o u s  enough to  accomplish some task  on t h e i r  awn. Organizat ions  

e x i s t ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  because they possess more e f f icacy  and s k i l l s  than 

separa te  individuals  (Hilgram 1975). In deciding t o  j o i n  a group an 

ind iv idua l '  s weak self-ef  f icacy o r  d e f i c i e n t  s k i l l s  may be less important 

considerat ions  than the  knowledge t h a t  he w i l l  be ac t ing  i n  t h e  presence 

of o the r s  with a s t ronger  sense of e f f icacy  and g rea t e r  resourcefu lness  

and t h a t  the  group a s  a whole can be i n f l u e n t i a l  where the  i s o l a t e d  

ind iv idua l  can' t .  

Secondly, there  generally a r e  in tervening s t e p s  between t h e  ex is tence  

of predisposing a t t i t u d e s  and t h e i r  expression a s  full-blown p a r t i c i p a t o r y  

behavior. People who jo in  movements o r  community organizat ions ,  where t he  

c o s t s  of pa r t i c ipa t i on  may be high, do not move from quietude t o  direct 

ac t ion  i n  one leap. They p a r t i c i p a t e  incrementally,  taking on r i s k s  a 

step a t  a time, and re lying on the  more experienced o r  courageous to t ake  

the lead. This process with its s t eps ,  i ts  tentat iveness ,  and its assess-

ment of o thers  is not captured by a conception of c e r t a i n  l e v e l s  of c i v i c  

a t t i t u d e s  e l i c i t i n g  ce r t a in  l e v e l s  of p o l i t i c a l  pa r t i c ipa t i on .  

Final ly ,  the l ight-switch conception of behavior emphasizes personal 

cha rac t e r i s t i c s  a s  the determinants of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a t  the  expense of 

group processes. It tends t o  ignore the r o l e  which p o l i t i c a l  s o c i a l i z a t i o n ,  

s a c i a l  pressure,  and group ident i f icat ion--processes  which opera te  w i th in  

groups and organizations--play i n  p rec ip i t a t i ng  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  

espec ia l ly  co l l ec t i ve  forms of i t .  A s  Milbrath and Goel (1977) note: 



Some ind iv idua l s  achieve a high l e v e l  of  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  
because of t h e i r  personal  c h a r a c f e r i s t i c s :  educa t ion ,  skills, 
e f f i c a c y  f e e l i n g s  and s o  on. Othbrs who a r e  w i t h o u t  these 
necessary resources a l s o  can reach high a c t i v h m  through 
a f f i l i a t i a n  and involvement wi th  groups. Group a c t i v i t y  can 
usua l ly  inc rease  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  without  concomitant i n c r e a s e s  
i n  p o l i t i c a l  information,  e f f i c a c y ,  or  a t t e n t i v e n e s s  (p.. 113). 

V. G U I D n I N E S  FOR STUDYING PARTICIPATION I N  COMNUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

This review of l i t e r a t u r e  on voluntary  a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  neighborhoods, 

and p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  suggests  s e v e r a l  gu ide l ines  f o r  s tudying 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  community organizat ions .  

1. Community ac t iv i sm m e r i t s  a t t e n t i o n  i n  its o m  r i g h t  a s  an i n s t r u -

mental process  f o r  achieving neighborhood p o l i t i c a l  goals .  It may f u n c t i o n  

as well t o  i n t e g r a t e  t h e  ind iv idua l  wi th  t h e  l a r g e r  s t r u c t u r e s  of society 

and t o  p r o t e c t  him from t h e i r  chal lenges  t o  pe r sona l  freedom. But p a r t i c i -  

pa t ion from t h i s  pe r spec t ive  becomes a measure, u l t i m a t e l y ,  of t h e  e x t e n t  

t o  which s o c i e t y  is p l u r a l i s t i c ,  open, and o rder ly .  S t u d i e s  designed to 

examine p a r t i c i p a t i o n  wi th  t h i s  aim i n  mind m i s s  what i s  d i s t i n c t i v e  about 

community a c t i v i s t s ,  a s  opposed t o  o t h e r  k inds  of a c t i v i s t s ,  and what is  

d i s t i n c t i v e  about community o rgan iza t ions ,  a s  opposed t o  o t h e r  kinds of 

assoc ia t ions .  

2. The neighborhood cont inues  t o  be an important  t e r r i t o r i a l  b a s i s  

f o r  p o l i t i c a l  o rgan iza t ion  q u i t e  a p a r t  from i t s  s t a t u s  a s  a c o r e  s o c i a l  

group i n  soc ie ty .  Community o rgan iza t ions  should be examined e s p e c i a l l y  

i n  l i g h t  of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of neighborhoods. The r e l a t i o n  

between such groups and the  p r i o r  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  of the  neighborhood 

must be examined empi r i ca l ly  r a t h e r  than assumed. The notion--rooted i n  a n  

earlier urban sociology--that community o rgan iza t ions  are a product of t h e  



neighborhood as a tight-knit social world misses their significance in 

today's neighborhoods, which are generally'rpartial and permeable social 

groups. A more appropriate basis for understanding the local context.of 

community organizations and participation in them is Suttlesq (1972) con-

ception of the neighborhood as socially constructed in response to external 

forces. This suggests that the foreign relations of the neighborhood are 

a crucial influence on its internal group life. 

3. To understand who participates in community organizations one 

must look not simply at the demographic and social psychological character-

istics of the individual but at the character of his neighborhood and the 

extra-local influences on it. To put it starkly, research must get out-

side of the individual's head and skin. We argue specifically for the 

importance of examining three levels of variables on participation in 

community organizations: 

A. the personal and status characteristics of residents 

B, neighborhood context, including the local political opportunity 

srructure 

C. extra-local or macro influences. 

The local political opportunity structure consists principally of the extent 

and type of comunity organizations present in the neighborhood. Community 

organizations will influence participation in two ways; by providing resi-

dents with opportunities for participation and by promoting comunity norms 

which endorse participation. The nature of community organizations is an 

independent variable influencing participation. 

4. The notion of constrained voluntarism best portrays participation 

in comunity organizations. People voluntarily choose to join or not to join 

such groups but they do so in a setting which offers and limits opportunities 



- - -  - 

-- 

to  p a r t i c i p a t e ,  which provides ba r r i e r s ,  pressures, and encouragements 

to  involvement. We favor t h i s  notion a s  a i o r r e c t i v e  tq two misconcep t io~s  

about pa r t i c ipa t ion .  

The f i r s t  is  the economic conception of pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  which the 

decision to par t ic ipa te  is conceived i n  terms of the  i s o l a t e d  individual  

I who r a t i o n a l l y  and instrumentally assesses  the  cos t s  and b e n e f i t s  of 

involvement apa r t  from loca l  and extra-local contextual in f luences  which 

I.- make him a moral and s o c i a l  being. 

The second is the mechanistic conception of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  which the 

individual  is described a s  i f  he were prompted t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  d i r ec t ly  by 

forces beyond o r  ins ide  him--or by s t a t u s e s  which c h a r a c t e r i z e  him. The 

I 
f a i l u r e  here  is not specifying the  mechanisms which mediate between the 

individual  and such "influences," whether they be the s t a t e  o r  one's 

self-esteem. Research must look t o  processes i n  the middle ground of 

every day life--family, f r iends ,  contacts ,  neighborhood, organizations-- 
'* 

which transform the macro forces  of soc ie ty  and the  i n t e r n a l  forces  of t he  

individual  i n t o  cons t ra in t s  on o r  incent ives  f o r  pa r t i c ipa t ion .  

We turn now t o  a s e l ec t ive  review of l i t e r a t u r e  which d i r e c t l y  addresses  

per t ic ipa  t ion  i n  community organizations. '  Each work t o  be examined meets 

some of the guidelines discussed above. None adheres t o  a l l  of them. That 

t ask  awaits fu r the r  researchers.  

I - VI. PARTICIPATION ANT) 'THE PERSONAL AND STATUS CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUALS 

McCourt (1977) studied the ind iv idua l  antecedents and consequences of 

community activism by women. Her f indings a r e  based on extensive inter-

views with 40 working c l a s s  women from the  southwest s ide  of Chicago who 



were v e r y  a c t i v e ,  somewhat a c t i v e ,  o r  non-active i n  " a s s e r t i v e  community 

o rgan iza t ions .  t t  	
L 

* 
A 	number of f a c t o r s  prompted these  women t o  p a r t i c i p a t e .  

The women most l i k e l y  t o  become very  a c t i v e  are t h o s e  who 
see problems i n  t h e i r  community, do not  s e e  a response  t o  

-	 these  problems forthcoming from pub l ic  o f f i c i a l s ,  and b e l i e v e  
t h a t  women l ike - themse lves  can reso lve  t h e  problems. They 
have had the  experience,  one which i s  probably e s s e n t i a l  
f o r  most p o t e n t i a l  j o i n e r s ,  of being brought i n t o  t h e  group 
by an organizer  o r  an otherwise a l ready  a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a n t .  
The a c t i v e  women ( t h i s  category combines t h e  ve ry  active and 
t h e  somewhat a c t i v e  women) are convinced t h a t  people  l i k e  them, 
those  i n  t h e i r  s o c i a l  c l a s s ,  are t r e a t e d  u n f a i r l y ,  and they 
possess  an i n t e n s e  emotional at tachment t o  t h e  neighborhoods 
i n  which they l i v e .  The absence of s m a l l  c h i l d r e n ,  a r e c a l c i -
t r a n t  husband, and the  demands of a paying job a l l  remove con- 
straints. And, f i n a l l y ,  a r e l a t i v e l y  loose  social network, 
i n  which her  in-laws l i v e  a t  least a t  some s l i g h t  d i s t ance ,  
provides a context  of g r e a t e r  freedom and openness f o r  experi-  
menting wi th  new behaviors (p. 224). 

McCourt suggests  many of these  f a c t o r s  a r e  elements i n  a s e q u e n t i a l  

process  by which'women become ac t ive .  She .depicts  the  p rocess  i n  a model, !
I 

caut ioning t h a t  i t  is  conceptual  r a t h e r  than' empir ica l .  "The p a r t i c u l a r  
( 

time sequence, along wi th  the  s p e c i f i e d  elements, may vary f o r  any given t 

a c t i v i s t t '  (p. 129). 

Time 1 

Space f o r  
new r o l e  

Desire t o  s t a y  
i n  neighborhood 

Fee l ing  of s o c i a l  
class oppression 

Re la t ive ly  loose- 
k n i t  s o c i a l  network 

. Time 2 

Percept ion o f .  
problem 

Time 3 ' 

Contacted 'by 
an organizer  

Support of 
husband 

. . 

r 

i 
Time 4 c 

f
P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  4, 

a s s e r t i v e  cormnunity 
o r g a n i z a t i o n s  ! 

i 

McCourt shows s e n s i t i v i t y  i n  d i s t i n g u i s h i n g  between t h e  an teceden t s  i 

and the  e f f e c t s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Because h e r  d a t a  is  not l o n g i t u d i n a l ,  I 

i 



hawever, she must r e l y  on informed specu la t ion  and the a c t i v i s t s '  own 

accounts  a s  t o  what- led  t o  jo in ing  and whae,followed from it. Her a t t e n t i o n  
8 

to t h i s  problem is generally missing i n  t h e  l i t e r a t u r e  on p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i -  

pa t ion.  One can p laus ib ly  argue t h a t  many of the  a t t i t u d e s  and o t h e r  psycho- 

l o g i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which a r e  assumed t o  s t i m u l a t e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a r e  i n  

-	 f a c t  consequences of it. Personal  eff icacy, 'neighborhood at tachment,  a n d  

d i s a f f e c t i o n  wi th  the  p o l i t i c a l  system, f o r  example, may be t h e  r e s u l t s  of 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  r a t h e r  than t h e  causes. Non-participants may lack these  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  because they have no t  p a r t i c i p a t e d .  In  the  absence of 

l o n g i t u d i n a l  s t u d i e s ,  which would admit tedly  be d i f f i c u l t  and c o s t l y  t o  

mount, surveys should a t  l e a s t  seek pe rsona l  c l a r i f i c a t i o n s  from i n t e r v i e w  

s u b j e c t s  on which psychological  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ( o r  the  o v e r t  measurements 

f o r  them) preceded and which r e s u l t e d  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

V I I .  PARTICIPATION AND NEIGHBORHOOD CONTEXT 

A number of s t u d i e s  have uncovered d i s t i n c t  neighborhood p a t t e r n s  i n  

p o l i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  and behavior which are no t  wholly a t t r i b u t a b l e  to  t h e  

r e s i d e n t s '  i nd iv idua l  ( e s p e c i a l l y  demographic) c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  b u t  are 

a l s o  l inked t o  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e i r  community of r es idence  ( B e l l  

and Force 1956, Foladarq 1968, Putnam 1966, Segal  and Wildstrom 1970, 

Wilson 1971). These f ind ings  r e v e a l  t h a t  t h e  neighborhood is a s i t e  of 

shared experiences and l o c a l  norms and may provide a context  f o r  p o l i t i c a l  

s o c i a l i z a t i o n .  

One 	method which has  been employed i n  these  s t u d i e s  to  assess neighbor-

hood e f f e c t s  is cont.extua1 a n a l y s i s .  When such a n  a n a l y s i s  draws on su rvey  

data, the t y p i c a l  approach is t o  treat t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of a t t i t u d e s  and 



behavior within a neighborhood as independent variables which influence 

the attirudes and b&havior of the individuql resident. The technique . 

assumes that an individual's behavior is inf1uenced.b~his social context 

in two ways: as an object of his perceptions; and as a source of opportuni-

ties for action (Barton 1970). Several recent studies which examine local 

- context in this manner offer valuable insights into participation in 

community organizations. 

1. 

A study by Cornelius (1973, 1975) demonstrates particularly well the 

value of contextual analysis and offers a number of insights into political 

participation in neighborhood problem-solving.7 He draws an survey data 

to contrast and explain patterns of politically relevant attitudes and 

behavior in six poor neighborhoods of migrants on the fringes of Mexico 

City. 

~drneliusfinds, first of all, important differences by neighborhood 

in a large array of perceptual, attitudinal, and sociopsychological 

characteristics of residents. These differences persist when the residents' 

age, socioeconomic status, and length of residence are held constant (p. 17 

and Tables 1-5). Substantial differences by neighborhood are also found 

in the frequency and type of political participation in which residents 

engage (p. 24 and Tables 6-7), The rest of Cornelius's study examines 

how neighborhood serring helps explain the differences in political partici-

pation. 

Using the partial correlation approach, Cornelius determines that 
* 

*Iselected participant characteristics of the community of residence" (the 

contextual variables) have an independent effect on a resident's frequency 

of overall participation which persists (and sometimes increases) when 



c o n t r o l l i n g  the  e f f e c t s  of va r ious  ind iv idua l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  cTable 8 ) .  

The c o n t e x t u a l  v a r i a b l e s  used i n  this--and ' l a t e r  p a r t s  of the analysis-- -
b 

r e p r e s e n t  the percentage of r e s i d e n t s  ranking about the  t o t a l  sample median 
< 

on i n d i c e s  of:  o v e r a l l  frequency of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  degree of 

civic-mindedness, genera l  d i s p o s i t i o n  t o  conform t o  community norms, per-

cept ion of e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t ,  and s t r e n g t h  of se l f -help  o r i e n t a t i o n - - a l l  i n  

the eoutmunitg of Overal l  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is made up 

of vo t ing ,  campaign involvement, ind iv idua l  and communal con tac t ing  of 

publ ic  o f f i c i a l s ,  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o m u n i t y  se l f -he lp ,  problem s o l v i n g  

a c t i v i t y  (p. 26 and Table 8). 

The a d d i t i o n  of t h e  f i v e  community con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e s  t o  a 
mul t ip le  regress ion equat ion r e s u l t s  i n  a n  a b s o l u t e  inc rease  
of 12% i n  the  explained var iance  i n  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  
beyond the  e f f e c t s  of age ,  socioeconomic s t a t u s ,  l e n g t h  of 
urban res idence ,  and psychological  involvement i n  p o l i t i c s .  
Given the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  lat ter  i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
alone account f o r  only about 20% of t h e  var iance  i n  t h e  l e v e l  
of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  t h e  explanatory  c o n t r i b u t i o n  
made by community con tex tua l  variables i s  an impor tant  one 
(P. 27)-


One cannot say wi th  g r e a t  confidence tha t  the  con tex tua l  e f f e c t s  t r u l y  

exp la in  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  A s  Cornelius p o i n t s  ou t ,  a wider r ange  

of neighborhood s e t t i n g s  would need t o  be  analyzed. A s s t h i n g s  stand i t  

is unclear  whether a  contextual  v a r i a b l e  o r  some community c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

a ssoc ia ted  wi th  i t  a c t u a l l y  a f f e c t s  the  r a t e  of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

I n  add i t ion ,  t h e  con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e s  most s t rong ly  a f f e c t  those 

forms of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  which a r e  most c l o s e l y  l inked  t o  the neighborhood-- 

communal contact ing of pub l i c  o f f i c i a l s  and involvement i n  comuni ty ,  

se l f -he lp  e f f o r t s .  

The second s t a g e  of a n a l y s i s  addresses  those c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the 

.ind iv idua l  r e s i d e n t  which make him more s u s c e p t i b l e  t o  the impact  of h i s  



neighborhood s e t t i n g. The t h e o r e t i c a l  concern h e r e  is w i t h  uncovering t h e  

process by which neighborhood e f f e c t s  occur. 

The i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which Cornel ius  employs i n  t h i s  p a r t  

of the a n a l y s i s  c o n s i s t  of t h e  r e s i d e n t s '  percept ions  of t h e  neighborhood 

normative system and psychological  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  it; degree  of integration 

and i n t e r a c t i o n  i n  the  community; behaviora l  and perceptual  o r i e n t a t i o n s  

t o  t h e  p o l i t i c a l  opportunity s t r u c t u r e ;  demographic a t t r i b u t e s ;  and m i s -

ce l l aneous  c h a r a c t e r i st i c s .  lo The con tex tua l  v a r i a b l e s '  e f f e c t  on i n d i v i d u a l  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is g r e a t e s t  f o r  persons with:  a  h igh  d i s p o s i t i o n  t o  conform 

t o  community norms; a high percept ion of g e n e r a l  concern i n  t h e  community 

f o r  community problems; a high l e v e l  of o v e r a l l  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n ;  f r e q u e n t  

d i scuss ions  of community problems wi th  o t h e r  r e s i d e n t s ;  c l o s e  r e l a t i v e s  i n  

the community; h igh r e l i g i o s i t y ;  involvement i n  community groups;  p e r c e p t i o n  

of one p a r t y  dominance; s h o r t e r  ve r sus  ' l onger  l e n g t h  of r e s i d e n c e  i n  the 

a r e a ;  and younger age (under 35). 

The t h i r d  s t a g e  of a n a l y s i s  is based on Cornelius's own observa t ions  

and h i s  review of o the r  l i t e r a t u r e  r a t h e r  than empir ica l  d a t a  from the  p r e s e n t  

s tudy.  H e  summarizes the  s t r u c t u r a l  and situational c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  

a neighborhood which promote a "coopera t ive  p o l i t i c a l  ethos" among its 

r e s i d e n t s .  An i n d i v i d u a l  wi th  t h e  e thos  is l i k e l y  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  community-

r e l a t e d ,  c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  (e.g., c o l l e c t i v e  demand-making, 

se l f -help  p r o j e c t s ,  community o rgan iza t ions )  and t o  endorse t h i s  approach 

over o the rs  f o r  so lv ing  l o c a l  problems. Elements of a coopera t ive  p o l i t i c a l  

ethos--and o t h e r  f a c t o r s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  it--are contained among the i n d i v i -
. . 

d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  examined i n  t h e  second s t a g e  of t h e  a n a l y s i s  as w e l l  

11as t h e  contextual  v a r i a b l e s  i n  t h e  f i r s t  s t a g e .  



Neighborhood c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which Cornelius suspects  encourage a 
L 


coopera t ive  p o l i t i c a l  e thos  include: a smal le r  neighborhood popula t ions ;  

socio-economic homogeneity; r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y ;  d i s t i n c t  neighborhood 

boundaries;  i n d i f f e r e n t ,  inadequate,  o r  pun i t ive  responses by p o l i t i c a l  

a u t h o r i r l e s  t o  l o c a l  demands o r  needs; l o c a l  l e a d e r s  and o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

which encourage r e s i d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ;  on-going problems which r e q u i r e  

c o l l e c t i v e  so lu t ion ;  and p o l i t i c a l  Learning experiences from t h e  p a s t  which 

demonstrate the  importance of coopera t ive  p o l i t i c a l  ac t ion.  

Three key conclusions emerge from t h i s  study. First, neighborhood 

e f f e c t s  e x i s t .  P o l i t i c a l  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  i n  a t  l e a s t  c e r t a i n  types  of 

neighborhoods helps  t o  shape the  p o l i t i c a l  a t r i t u d e s  and behavior  of 

r e s i d e n t s .  For the  low income Mexicans i n  .Cornelius1s study i t  has g r e a t e r  

s a l i e n c e  than the  standard socioeconomic model of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

Cornelius found t h a t  "overa l l  socioeconomic s t a t u s  (SES) accoun ts  f o r  less 

than 1 percent  of the  var iance  i n  vo t ing  p a r t i c i p a t i o n ,  con tac t ing  o f f i c i a l s ,  

and cononunity problem-solving a c t i v i t y ;  and i t  exp la ins  l e s s  than 3 p e r c e n t  

of the  var iance  i n  campaign involvement" (p. 94, 1975). 

Second, Cornel ius ' s  d a t a  p a r t i a l l y  suppor t  two models o f  how neigh-

1 borhood s o c i a l i z a t i o n  works. According t o  one model, a r e s i d e n t  i s  d i r e c t l y  

influenced by neighborhood norms t o  the  e x t e n t  he i s  aware o f  t h e  norms 

and of l o c a l  group p ressure  t o  conform t o  them. This  model assumes t h a t  

a person i s  motivated t o  conform and t h a t  he i n t e r n a l i z e s  neighborhood 

-
norms. ( I t  is  p a r t i a l l y  supported by f i n d i n g s  i n  Table 9 . )  According 

I t o  the other model, the in f luence  of neighborhood'Dnorms on a r e s i d e n t  i s  

mediated by s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e .  Whether a person conforms depends on h i s  

degree of both exposure t o  s o c i a l  communication among r e s i d e n t s  and i n t e r ;  

action--in informal and formal set t ings--wi th  them. Th i s  model assumes I 



neighborhood s o c i a l i z a t i o n  can occur without  a person being motivated t o  t 
conform and without h i s  being aware of neighborhood norms. (This model is 

L 


p a r t i a l l y  supported by f ind ings  i n  Table 10.) @ 1 
Third, Cornelius f i n d s  support  i n  h i s  d a t a  f o r  the views t h a t  p a r t i c i -  I 

pa t ion  by t h e  urban poor i s  c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  to: group consciousness among 

a poor popula t ion,  growing from a common sense  of d e p r i v a t i o n ;  people ' s  f 
sense  of t h e  personal  relevance of  government a c t i v i t i e s  f o r  t h e i r  l i v e s ;  

and a neighborhood's p o l i t i c a l  oppor tuni ty  structure-- '*the range  and 

frequency of oppor tun i t i e s  f o r  p o l i t i c a l  involvement t o  which people are 

exposed" (p. 46). But he does n o t  f u l l y  e l a b o r a t e  the t h e o r i e s  which 

incorpora te  these  f a c t o r s ,  and h e  d i d  n o t  des ign h i s  study t o  test them L1 
sys temat ica l ly .  

2. 

f 
When people a r e  upse t  about neighborhood problems, they may do n o t h i n g ,  

t 

! 

t r y  t o  so lve  them, o r  move away. Orbe l l  and Uno (1972) have developed 1 
! 

a model f o r  expla in ing some of t h e  circumstances under which people choose 
t 

one o r  more of these  responses.  ? 
1 

They view p o l i t i c a l  pa r t i c ipa t ion- -espec ia l ly  when p r o t e s t  is involved--
! 

as a problem-solving a c t  and the  neighborhood r e s i d e n t  as a r a t i o n a l  d e c i s i o n -  4 
i 

maker about p o l i t i c a l  concerns. Whether t h e  r e s i d e n t  d e a l s  wi th  neighborhood 2 

1 
i l ls  by p a r t i c i p a t i n g  a c t i v e l y  t o  improve th ings  (voice) ,  l e a v i n g  (exit), 4 

or  remaining pass ive  ( r e s i g n a t i o n ) ,  depends on how he a s s e s s e s  t h e  c o s t s  

12 
and benef i t s  of each response i n  l i g h t  of h i s  neighborhood environment. 

1 

This perspect ive  d i f f e r s  from more convent ional  ones i n  two important  1 

respects .  It s t r e s s e s  t h a t  people w i l l  n o t  p a r t i c i p a t e  p o l i t i c a l l y  i f  1 
T.. 

!

more a t t r a c t i v e  ( i . e . ,  lower c o s t ,  h igher  b e n e f i t )  non-po l i t i ca l  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

e x i s t .  Exi t ,  f o r  example, may be a  more reasonable  choice than voice f o r  



some f a c i n g  neighborhood problems. Such choices ,  houever, are usual ly  

ignored i n  s t u d i e s  of p o l i t i c a l  * 

T h i s  perspect ive  a l s o  poses a d i f f e r e n t  c a u s a l  sequence between 

p o l i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  and p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Ins tead of arguing t h a t  

a t t i t u d e s  " ins ide  the  ind iv idua l ' s  head" a r e  the  key explanatory  v a r i a b l e ,  

i t  reasons  t h a t  the  Sndividual 's  assessment of h i s  s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  

environment IIou t  there" i s  c r u c i a l ,  wi th  p o l i t i c a l  a t t i t u d e s  and behavior  

being consequences of such a n  assessment. Neighborhood c o n t e x t ,  i n  o t h e r  

words, in f luences  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  through t h e  r e s i d e n t ' s  r a t i o n a l  e v a l u a t i o n  

of it as he  decides  what response t o  make t o  l o c a l  problems, 

The empir ica l  evidence with which O r b e l l  and Uno suppor t  t h i s  approach 

comes from aggregate d a t a  on neighborhood c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a n d  survey data 

on ind iv idua l  responses t o  l o c a l  problems i n  150 census tracts i n  Columbus, 

Ohio. Using f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  on t h e  aggregate  d a t a ,  they i d e n t i f i e d  a c l u s t e r  

of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  usua l ly  assoc ia ted  w i t h  t h e  degree of urbanism. This  

permitted th ree  types of neighbarhoods (opera t iona l i zed  as census  t r a c t s )  

t o  be d is t inguished:  urban, suburban, and mixed. The survey d a t a  uncovered 

respondents' awareness of sense of urgency about l o c a l  problems and t h e i r  

I*proneness" t o  voice ,  e x i t ,  o r  r e s i g n a t i o n  i n  l i g h t  of them ( r a t h e r  t h a n  

t h e i r  a c t u a l  responses t o  p a r t i c u l a r  problems). 

The only ind iv idua l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  examined which s i g n i f i c a n t l y  

inf luence  a r e s i d e n t ' s  choice of a problem-solving s t r a t e g y ,  according 

t o  Orbell and Uno, a r e  race ,  s t a t u s ,  and l eng th  of residence.  
C 

"Blacks are more l i k e l y  t o  voice i n  response t o  problems than a r e  w h i t e s  

of s imi la r  s t a t u s  who l i v e  i n  s i m i l a r  urban areas" (p. 4 8 5 ) .  For b lacks ,  

voice  increases wi th  l eng th  of res idence  (and e x i t ,  upon peaking s e v e r a l  , 

y e a r s  a f t e r  a r r i v a l ,  dec l ines ) .  For whi tes ,  vo ice  decreases  w t t h  l e n g t h  



Iof r e s i d e n c e  (and e x i t  inc reases ) ,  al though the  timing and speed of change L 

i n  s t r a t e g y  v a r i e s  wi th  t h e  type of neighbokhood. I n  suburban areas ,  f o r  I
L 


example exi t  is  lowest and voice  is h i g h e s t  f o r  whites between the  t h i r d  

and s i x t h  year of residence. A f t e r  t h a t  v o i c e  dec l ines  and ex i t  i n c r e a s e s .  I 
Discr iminat ion l i m i t s  t h e  oppor tun i t i e s  f o r  b lacks  t o  e x i t .  And a l though r 
Orbel l  and Uno do not  mention it,  race  consciousness--due t o  discrimination--  L 

probably expla ins  t h e i r  g r e a t e r  proneness t o  voice,  r:
I 

Status (defined by educat ional  a t ta inment)  "makes some d i f f e r e n c e  i n  

s e l e c t i n g  a s t r a t e g y  independently of area c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s "  (p. 484). But f 
t 

13
t h e  type of neighborhood (and l eng th  of r es idence  there)  a r e  most impor tant .  

f 

The con tex tua l  e f f e c t  of neighborhood type  on a r e s i d e n t ' s  s t r a t e g y  pre- 1 
ference  is evidenced by t h r e e  sets of f ind ings .  

First, whites of t h e  same s t a t u s  tend t o  respond d i f f e r e n t l y  t o  local 

problems depending on where they l i v e .  Low s t a t u s  r e s i d e n t s  of urban areas 

are exit prone while t h e i r  suburban c o u n t e r p a r t s  a r e  voice  prone.  Secondly, 

whites  of d i f f e r e n t  s t a t u s  i n  s i m i l a r  neighborhoods tend t o  respond i n  

t h e  same way. Both high and low s t a t u s  persons from urban areas a r e  p rone  

t o  e x i t  while "low s t a t u s  persons favor  v o i c e  o u t s i d e  of urban areas j u s t  

a s  much a s  high s t a t u s  persons" (p. 479). Thirdly ,  the p r i o r i t i e s  people  

a t t a c h  t o  problems vary sharply  with t h e i r  area of res idence ,  independently 

of ind iv idua l  charac t ; e r i s t i c s ,  Poor housing and environmental q u a l i t y  rank 

very high i n  both b lack and whi te  urban neighborhoods but very  low i n  

suburban neighborhoods. Schools rank h igh  i n  suburban and mixed a reas  

f
and low i n  suburban neighborhoods. Schools rank high i n  suburban and mixed i 
a r e a s  and low i n  b lack and whi te  urban a r e a s .  ( I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  only c r ime  

ranks  high i n  a l l  a reas . )  O r b e l l  and Uno n o t e  t h a t  suburban problems ! 



0 

( t r a n s p o r t a t i o n ,  schools,  and crime) may be "'easier' t o  d e a l  with and 

t h e r e f o r e  more l i k e l y  t o  provoke voice," w 9 i l e  urban problems a r e  more 
* 

d i f f i c u l t  and the re fo re  more l i k e l y  t o  encourage exi t - i f  i t  is a v i a b l e  

option--or res ignat ion.  

"Exit fa t igue"  (der iv ing from the  number of previous moves a r e s i d e n t  

. 	has  made), I' sunk costs" (whether a  r e s i d e n t  was a homeowner), and a p e r s o n ' s  

p a s t  r e s i d e n t i a l  h i s t o r y  ( t h e  type of neighborhood i n  which h e  previously  

l ived)  had no impact on which s t r a t e g y  a r e s i d e n t  favored. Orbel l  and Uno 

reasoned t h a t  high s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  neighborhood would promote 

voice  and discourage e x i t ;  a r e s i d e n t  w i t h  f r i e n d s  i n  t h e  area would b e  

more l i k e l y  t o  s t a y  and f i g h t  l o c a l  problems than a r e s i d e n t  without such  

ties. T h i s  hypothesis  was not  supported by t h e  da ta .  I n  fac t ,  low s o c i a l  

i n t e g r a t i o n  made voice  more l i k e l y  and e x i t  less l i k e l y ,  a f i n d i n g  f o r  

-	 which t h e  authors  have no p l a u s i b l e  explanat ion.  One p o s s i b l e  exp lana t ion  

i s  t h a t  l o w  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  is a s s o c i a t e d ' w i r h  b r i e f e r  l e n g t h  of resi-

dence. Voice i s  more l i k e l y  t o  be  chosen by a r e c e n t  a r r i v a l  than by a 

longer-term res ident ,  who by not  l eav ing  may have t i r e d  of v o i c e  and 

accommodated t o  t h e  s t a t u s  quo. 

I n  r a t i o n a l l y  assess ing  the c o s t s  and b e n e f i t s  of each response t o  

l o c a l  problems, a r e s i d e n t  pays s p e c i a l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  c e r t a i n  f e a t u r e s  of 

t h e  neighborhood. 

1. I f  t h e  number of d i f f i c u l t y  of problems requ i r ing  s o l u t i o n  i s  too  

g r e a t ,  voice may be viewed as too  c o s t l y  i n  comparison t o  e x i t .  

2. I f  government, f o r  whatever reasons ,  will not c o n t r i b u t e  necessary  

resources  t o  s o l v e  l o c a l  problems, then vo ice  w i l l  be i n e f f e c t i v e .  

3. If e x i t  t o  another a r e a  w i l l  n o t  r e s u l t  i n  improved b e n e f i t s  t o  

an individual ,  then s t a y i n g  put  may be p r e f e r r e d  t o  leaving.  (High s t a t u s  



persons in exclusive suburbs may Pace this sftuation.) 


4. An additional factor of importance,, which Orbell and Uno fail to 

4 

mention, is the local political opportunity structure. If the neighborhood 


has already developed an effective capacity for voice (e.g., successful 

community organizations), then the cost of voice to a resident is reduced 


and the likelihood of benefits is probably enhanced. 


A resident also assesses his own resources in choosing a strategy. If 

they are high, exit is more af fordable, 


Disaster research documents numerous examples of communities whose 

members have shown strong emotional attachment and generosity to each other 

in the face of calamity, But it also reports many instances in which these 

lmpulses of solidarity and helpfulness were restrained or absent. T h i s  

contrast raises the question of why some communities respond to disasters 

with high levels of helping behavior while other communities do not. An 

answer to this question--which relies heavily on contextual propositions-- 

is the centerpiece of Barton's (1970) masterful synthesis of disaster 

research. 

Barton's concern with the circumstances under which disasters elicit 


mass help by community members to ease suffering is similar to ours: the 


circumstances under which social problems elicit collective action by 


citizens to improve neighborhood life. Disasters, as Barton points out, 


llare part of the larger category of collective stress situations. A 

collective stress occurs when many members of a social system fail to re-

ceive expected conditions of life from the system'' (p. 38). Social 

problems experienced at the neighborhood level are also, by this definition, 

instances of collective stress situations although many of them are at: the 



opposi te ,  mundane end of the  s c a l e  from d i s a s t e r s .  The mechanisms which 

genera te  mutual a s s i s t a n c e  i n  d i s a s t e r s  may be t h e  same ones  which p o l i t i c a l l y  
0 

mobil ize r e s i d e n t s  i n  the  f a c e  of  l o c a l  problems. The d i f f e r e n c e  between 

t h e  two s i t u a t i o n s  may n o t  be the  mechanisms themselves b u t  t h e  s e v e r i t y  of 

t h e  c o n s t r a i n t s  which i n h i b i t  t h e i r  ope ra t ion .  

Bar ton develops an e l a b o r a t e  model f o r  analyzing t h e  h e l p i n g  behav io r  

of  communities i n  d i s a s t e r .  The model c o n s i s t s  of 71  p r o p o s i t i o n s ,  t o o  

numerous t o  be f u l l y  presented here .  However t h e  b a r e s t  summary can, h igh-

l i g h t i n g  those mechanisms which may most i n f l u e n c e  the  m o b i l i z a t i o n  of 

neighborhood responses t o  l o c a l  problems. 

The output  of t h e  ...(model). .. i s  the  reduc t ion  of o b j e c t i v e  
and s u b j e c t i v e  d e p r i v a t i o n  of t h e  v i c t i m s  of the c o l l e c t i v e  
s t r e s s .  This  is  achieved by a c t i v a t i n g  a s e r i e s  of  processes  
(i.e., mechanisms). The stress agen t  (e.g.,  a d i s a s t e r )  by 
its "impact" (i .e. ,  suddenness, randomness, s e v e r i t y ,  and 
t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which t h e  causes  of s t r e s s  a r e  t i e d  t o  vested 
i n t e r e s t )  a c t i v a t e s  the  formal and informal  communications 
systems of the  ... c o m u n i t y  ... i nc lud ing  the  v i c c i m s '  ow. 
wi l l ingness  t o  communicate about  t h e i r  d e p r i v a t i o n ,  and 
thereby spreads  knowledge of t h e  v i c t i m s '  s i r u a t i o n .  
(The communications sysrem c o n s i s t s  of th ree  elements:  
personal  con tac t  wi th  v ic t ims ;  the  d i s c u s s i o n  of v i c t i m s  and 
t h e i r  l o s s e s  wi th  o t h e r s ;  and mass n e d i a  coverage of  victims.) 
This  sets off  t h e  r e l a t i v e  d e p r i v a t i o n  mechanism, by which 
those  who have no t  s u f f e r e d  the most severe  d e p r i v a t i o n  
come t o  f e e l  r e l a t i v e l y  non-deprived. The sense  of being 
r e l a t i v e l y  advantaged s t r o n g l y  mot iva tes  he lp ing among l a r g e  
numbers of both v ic t ims  and non-victims. A t  t he  same time t h e  
communications and c o n t a c t s  a rouse  svmpathetic  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
wi th  t h e  v ic t ims ,  which a l s o  s t r o n g l y  motivates he lp ing .  T o  
support  these  mot iva t iona l  f a c t o r s ,  t h e  normative mechanism 
ampl i f i e s  t h e  sense  of moral o b l i g a t i o n  t o  he lp  and pu t s  
p ressu re  on those  who may not  themselves f e e l  such a  moral 
o b l i g a t i o n  through perceived c o m u n i t y  norms (p. 278).  

Behavior does no t  depend on mot iva t ions  a lone;  i t  requ i res  
opportunity.  Two o b j e c t i v e  c i rcumstances  a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  
important t o  the  oppor tuni ty  t o  he lp  v i c t i m s  of collective 
stress: whether t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  himself  has been so s t r i c k e n  
t h a t  he is  p h y s i c a l l y  o r  economically unable t o  h e l p ;  and 
whether he is  i n  c o n t a c t  wi th  v i c t i m s  s o  t h a t  he c a n  help 
them (p ..269). 
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These  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  may be diagrammed a s  fol lows:  

*-
S t r e s s  
Agent 
Impact 

. -

Communications System-
I 	 Media Coverage \ 

Discussion wi th  
' Others 
Personal  Contact I


Knowledge of Victims' 
Deprivat ion 

/Rela t ive  Deprivat ion 

Sympathetic  I d e n t i f i c a t i o n  

A number of f a c t o r s  favorably  i n f l u e n c e  the  extent t o  which the help-


inducing mechanisms operate.  Some of them are c i t e d  here (P. 279). 


1. An impact which i s  sudden and s o c i a l l y  random. 

I
This s t i m u l a t e s  g r e a t e r  informal communication about and percep t ion  

4 	 t 

of 	depr iva t ion .  A sudden impact dramat izes  the  c a t a s t r o p h e ,  jars people  
f 

i n t o  r ecogn i t ion  of damage, and r i v e t s  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n .  A crisis of g r a d u a l  

onset o r  chronic dura t ion  may be-over looked o r  res igned t o  as "just p a r t  
1 

of 	 l i f e . "  A s o c i a l l y  random impact 'has  s e v e r a l  consequences. It he lps  
I 

spread knowledge i n t o  a l l  o r  most s o c i a l  c a t e g o r i e s ,  a c r o s s  which communica- I 

t i o n  might not  normally occur. It dec rezses  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  t h a t  ves ted  
! 
i 

i n t e r e s t s  (e.g., a c l a s s  o r  power group) are involved i n  t h e  causes o f  t h e  i 

stress. This,  i n  tu rn ,  makes i t  l e s s  l i k e l y  t h a t  ves ted  i n t e r e s t s  will II 
I 

d i s t o r t  o r  suppress informat ion  about the d e p r i v a t i o n  i n  o r d e r  t o  conceal  


t h e i r  own blame f o r  what has happened. S ince  no one s o c i a l  category h a s  


been s ingled  ou t  by the  impact as s u f f e r e r s ,  blaming the v i c t i m  esp lana t ions  
I 

( e spec ia l ly  by ves ted  i n t e r e s t s )  is discouraged.  

Mechanism 	 Object ive 
Depr ivat ion/.

Normative / 

Mechanism 


'-a 

-
CI 



2. An impact which is not too  l a rge .  

L

An extremely large impact s a t u r a t e s  t h e  system's c p p a c i t y  t o  respond, 

c rea t ing  a *IHiroshima s i tua t ion."  It i n h i b i t s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  d e p r i v a t i o n  

mechanism, counteracts  sympathy fo r  o  t h e t s  and norms f o r  h e l p i n g  (people 

become t o o  preoccupied with t h e i r  own depr iva t ion)  and i n c r e a s e s  o b j e c t i v e  

depr iva t ion  ( thus physica l ly  i n c a p a c i t a t i n g  more people from helping o t h e r s . )  

3. Strong informal i n t e g r a t i o n  i n  t h e  community. 

This inc reases  personal  c o n t a c t s  between people and f a c i l i t a t e s  ease 

of communication. 

4. P reva i l ing  ideologies  and values .  

Those which s t r e s s  c o l l e c t i v i s t  o r i e n t a t i o n s  and a  moral  o b l i g a t i o n  

t o  he lp  o t h e r s  i n  d i s t r e s s  promote helping behavior,  Those which a r e  

i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c ,  a r i s t o c r a t i c ,  o r  r a c i s t  d iscourage it. 

Four mechanisms, a l l  of which involve  con tex tua l  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between 

t h e  ind iv idua l  and h i s  s e t t i n g ,  are a t  t h e  h e a r t  of Barton's  model and 

merit f u r t h e r  d iscuss ion.  

People cannot help  o t h e r s  suffering depr iva t ion  un less  they are  aware 

t h a t  depr ivat ion e x i s t s .  The e x t e n t  of t h e i r  knowledge--that i s ,  t h e i r  

perception--of the amount and i n t e n s i t y  of depr iva t ion  ( t h e  f i r s t  mechanism) 

i s  d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t e d  by a number of f a c t o r s .  These inc lude the s e v e r i t y  

and suddenness of a d i s a s t e r ' s  immediate impact and the  w i l l i n g n e s s  of 

victims to  d i scuss  t h e i r  depr iva t ion  w i t h  o t h e r s .  The e f f e c t  of these  

f a c t o r s  is t o  make the  s u f f e r i n g  of v i c t i m s  more v i s i b l e  t o  o t h e r s .  A 

major obs tac le  t o  success fu l  neighborhood a c t i o n  is the  i n v i s i b i l i t y  o f  

many local  problems, t h e i r  causes ,  o r  t h e i r  v ic t ims  t o  r e s i d e n t s  themselves 

or t o  the l a r g e r  public.  This i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of many s o c i a l  problems 

genera l ly  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  phys ica l  d i s a s r e r s .  S o c i a l  problems are f r e q u e n t l y  



I slow t o  s t a r t ,  chronic i n  dura t ion,  and obscuring of t h e i r  causes. They 

may be accommodated t o  a s  a p a r t  of every bay ex i s tence .  T h e i r  v i c t i m s  uiay 
b 0 

be concealed from o t h e r s  by norms of pr ivacy,  physica l  segrega t ion ,  o r  

s a n c t i o n s  aga ins t  speaking out. Many of the t a c t i c s  of community groups 

and s o c i a l  movements are intended t o  make s o c i a l  problems v i s i b l e  whi le  

many of t h e  reac t ions  of those i n  power are intended t o  keep them i n v i s i b l e .  

Community organizat ions  at tempt t o  dramatize s o c i a l  problems by giving 

them t h e  appearance i n  some r e s p e c t s  of d i s a s t e r s .  Crimes o f  i n c i v i l i t y  

i n  a n e i g h b o r h o ~ d , f o r  example, may i n  p a r t  prompt more neighborhood concern  

and action than more s e r i o u s  crimes do because they a r e  more v i s i b l e .  

People nay be prompted t o  h e l p  a v i c t i m  because they " f e e l  a sense  

of i d e n t i t y  w i t h  him, are made unhappy _by h i s  depr ivat ion"  (p. 238). I f  

t h i s  sympathetic i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  v i c t i m  ( t h e  second mechanism) is 

absent ,  people may sti l l  be influenced t o  he lp  by community norms which 

view helping as a moral ob l iga t ion .  

A group norm which is perceived by a n  i n d i v i d u a l  i n f l u e n c e s  him i n  

two ways ( the  t h i r d  mechanism): - " f i r s t  i t  may in f luence  h i s  ac t ions  through 

hope of reward and f e a r  of punishment; and, second, i t  may be i n t e r n a l i z e d ,  

i f  the ind iv idua l  i d e n t i f i e s  wi th  those who are seen a s  ho ld ing  the  norm" 

On the aggregate l'evel the normative mechanism is  c r e a t e d  i n  the 

following way: 

The i n i t i a l  number who help  i s  a f u n c t i o n  of the  i n i t i a l  number 
who fee l  a moral o b l i g a t i o n  t o  he lp  o r  who have ' p r i v a t e 1  
reasons f o r  helping such as sympathetic i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  with 
the  v ic t ims.  The i n i t i a l  number he lp ing  a f f e c t s  t h e  number 
who perceive  o t h e r s  as he lp ing ,  and thereby the  number who 
perceive o t h e r s  a s  having moral s t andards  r e q u i r i n g  helping. 
This i n  tu rn  inc reases  the  number he lp ing ,  and so t h e  process 
snowballs. When t h e  major i ty  pe rce ive  t h a t  a  m a j o r i t y  holds 
a c e r t a i n  moral s t andard ,  we  can :say;that a 'perceived group 
norm' e x i s t s  (p. 262-3). 
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Extreme s u f f e r i n g  by a few al lows o t h e r  v ic t ims  by comparison to  f e e l  

r e l a t i v e l y  well-off and t o  become less preoccupied with t h e i r  own deprzva- 
8 

t i o n  and more concerned with helping o the rs .  Th i s  sense of r e l a t i v e  

d e p r i v a t i o n  ( t h e  four th  mechanism) "tends t o  mainta in  communi ty-oriented 
r . 

motivat ions  (sympathetic i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  wi th  o t h e r s  and adherence to 
.--

community-helping norms) i n  the'  f a c e  of severe personal  depr ivat ion"  (p . 247). 
-- "8 * 

Empirical  d i s a s t e r  research s u p p o r t s  th is '  hypothes is  over t h e  r a t i o n a l i s  t i c  

one which assumes t h a t  the  least-  deprived v i c t i m s  f e e l  t h e  b e s t  off  and 

.
consequently he lp  o t h e r s  t h e  most (p. 249). 

'.*.t-
The opera t ion of t h e  r e l a t i v e  d e p r i v a t i o n  mechanism produciis ... 
paradoxical  r e s u l t s  when we compare aggregate  f i g u r e s  f o r  d i f f e r -  
ent zones o r  communities. While an i n d i v i d u a l  who i s  severely 
deprived is l i k e l y  t o  f e e l  s u b j e c t i v e l y  deprived,  a n  area i n  
which many people a r e  s e v e r e l y  deprived i s  l i k e l y  t o  have o n l y  
a moderate l e v e l  of s u b j e c t i v e  depr iva t ion .  Th i s  happens 

. 	because the f a c t o r s  t h a t  produce i n d i v i d u a l  d e p r i v a t i o n  i n  
some also produce a h igh l e v e l  of awareness and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  
among o the rs ;  the very presence  of severe ly  depr ived vict ims 
reduces t h e  s u b j e c t i v e  d e p r i v a t i o n  of these  less deprived. 
If w e  were t o  i n t e r p r e t  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between aggregate 
f i g u r e s  fo r  a r e a s  as i n d i c a t i n g  the  d i r e c t i o n  of ind iv idua l  
r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  we should be committing the  ' e c o l o g i c a l  
f a l l acy"  (p. 253). 

Austin (1968) ca ta logues  f a c t o r s  i n  t h r e e  p a r t s  of a community o rgan iz -  

a t i o n ' s  environment--the l o c a l i t y ,  the  la rger  community (e. g. , c i t y ) ,  and 

t h e  world of o t h e r  organizations--which i n f l u e n c e  i ts  development. 

Factors  i n  the l o c a l i t y  e s p e c i a l l y  have a  d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  

These f a c t o r s  include:  

- the  e x t e n t  r o  which the  l o c a l i t y  comprises a  community(this b e i n g  

a funct ion of: i t s  ex i s tence  a s  a s e r v i c e  a r e a ,  r e s i d e n t s '  psychological  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  with the  l o c a l i t y ;  the s t r e n g t h  of h o r i z o n t a l  a v e r  e s t r a -  

local t ies ) ;  the  extent to  which l o c a l  networks a r e  fragmented by: 



i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a f f i l i a t i o n s  which genera te  informal communication b u t  

exclude non-members (e .g., P r o t e s t a n t s  i n  a l a r g e l y  Carbol ic  neighborhood) ; 

natural b a r r i e r s  (e. g., expressways) ; o r  demographid d i v i s i o n s  (e. g. , 

blacks vs .  whites).  (These f a c t o r s  a f f e c t  t h e  number and type  of p a r t i c i -  

pants. 

I the p reva i l ing  p a t t e r n  of r e s i d e n t s '  va lues  and s t a k e s ,  which 

Bhape l o c a l  d e f i n i t i o n s  of r e a l i t y  and s e l f - i n t e r e s t ;  t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 

r e s i d e n t s  a t e  from e x t e r n a l  s a n c t i o n s  a g a i n s t  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  

(These f a c t o r s  a f f e c t  the g o a l s  f o r  which--and t h e  t a c t i c s  by which-- 

residents w i l l  par t ic ipate :  For example, t h e  more vu lnerab le  r e s i d e n t s  

are t o  sanct ions ,  the  less l i k e l y  they w i l l  pursue c o n t r o v e r s i a l  goals  

ot employ unpopular t a c t i c s . )  

C. 

S o c i a l  network a n a l y s i s  is  a n  approach t o  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e  which a t t e m p t s  

t o  c l a r i f y  the  behavior of i n d i v i d u a l s  or c o l l e c t i v i t i e s  by examining their 

s o c i a l  networks. It focuses on t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  of i n t e r a c t i o n a l  r e l a t i o n s ,  

s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the  s t r u c t u r e  and con ten t  of s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  wi th in  

networks, which l i n k  people o r  groups toge the r .  Th i s  d i s t i n g u i s h e s  i t  

from o ther  approaches which emphasize t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of i n d i v i d u a l s  

o r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  (Boisseyain and M i t c h e l l  1973, Craven and Wellman 1974, 
2;' 


Fischer  e t  a l .  1977, Mi tche l l  1969)'. 

. A network is "a s p e c i f i c  set of l inkages  among a def ined set of pe r sons  

( o t  c b l l e c t i v i t i e s )  wi th  the  a d d i t i o n a l  p roper ty  t h a t  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

these h k a g e s  a s  a whole may be used t o  i n t e r p r e t  the  s o c i a l  behavior of 

the persons (o r  c o l l e c t i v i t i e s )  involved" (Mi tche l l  1969:2). A community, 

i n  tleViio.rk terms, is' a bounded s e t  "of l i n k s  and nodes, a l l  of whose members 

are connected e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  v i a  i n d i r e c t  pa ths  of s h o r t  length" (Craven 

and Wellman 1974: 74). 



C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of networks of ;heir l i n k s  which a r e  f e l t  t o  have 

important consequences f o r  behavior includk (Fischer e t  a l .  1977: 36) : 
# 

multiplicity--the number of r e l a t i o n s  i n  a given l i n k  

intensity--the degree of commitment i n  a given l i n k  

range-the number of ac to r s  connected i n  a network 

density--the extent of in te r l inkages  among the  a c t o r s ,  usual ly  

expressed a s  the r a t i o  of the  number of ex i s t i ng  l i n k s  t o  the number 

of poss ib le  l inks .  

Network ana lys i s  has a number of app l i ca t i ons  i n  s o c i a l  science. Its 

most important use, perhaps, is empir ical ly  depict ing how macro-level 

f ac to r s  (e-g., c i t y  s i z e  and densi ty ,  economic s t ruc tu re )  inf luence micro- 

l e v e l  phenomena (e. g. , urban l i f e  s t y l e s ,  g e t t i n g  a job) (Granovetter 

1973). Network ana lys i s  disentangles  t h e  study of community from the s tudy  

of neighborhoods, an important advance f o r  analyzing pa r t i c ipa t i on  i n  

l o c a l  problem-solving. A community, by t he  network d e f i n i t i o n ,  can be 
R 
k.4 	 t e r r i t o r i a l l y  d i f fu se  ins tead of t e r r i t o r i a l l y  based. Thus a neighborhood 

may be re f t  of community while i ts r e s iden t s  axe not.  They f i n d  i t  elsewhere,  

i n  t h e i r  personal networks whose l i nks  a r e  l a r g e l y  with non-residents. 

Neighborhood based community may have declined bu t  community may not 	have. 

Network ana lys i s  can look p rec i s e ly  a t  the kinds of networks r e s i d e n t s  u have and then ask what consequences these  networks have f o r  a neighborhood's 

capacity t o  generate community organizat ions  and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  them. 
-

This approach is more f r u i t f u l  than simply assuming t h a t  i f  a neighborhood 

lacks  community its r e s iden t s  a r e  r o o t l e s s  and anomic and consequently 

unable or unlikely to  a c t  co l l ec t i ve ly .  

According t o  Craven and Wellman (1974) the research l i t e r a t u r e  i n d i c a t e s  

t h a t  tightly-knit (dense and thus sharply bounded) networks tend to be  smal l  



14with s t r o n g  t i e s .  Network members a r e  f r i e n d s ,  f r e q u e n t l y  with similar 

i n t e r e s t s  and s o c i a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s .  ~ o o s e l ~ - k n i t( l e s s  dense  and less 

bounded) networks tend t o  be l a r g e  wi th  more weak and i n d i r e c t  l inkages .  

Network members are involved--but less deeply so--with a l a r g e r  number and 

v a r i e t y  of o t h e r s  (pp. 73-74). 

Using t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  one may ask  what p a t t e r n  of networks e x i s t s  i n  

a neighborhood and what a r e  its consequences f o r  neighborhood c o l l e c t i v e  

ac t ion.  Since no empir ica l  s tud-ies on t h i s  ques t ion  e x i s t ,  I a m  l e f t  t o  

specu la te .  A t  l e a s t  four  p a t t e r n s  are p o s s i b l e ,  and they are discussed 

here as i d e a l  types not  r e a l  phenomena. 

1. Loose-knit neighborhood. R e l a t i v e l y  few t i e s  e x i s t  between 

r e s i d e n t s .  Ins tead the re  a r e  many and v a r i e d  e x t e r n a l  t ies  which r a d i a t e  

outward beyond t h e  bounds of the  neighborhood. Such t ies o f f e r  a t  least 

four b e n e f i t s  t o  ind iv idua l  r e s i d e n t s .  They provide: comparative i n f o r -

mation with which t o  eva lua te  t h e  l o c a l  s e t t i n g ;  p r a c t i c a l  informat ion and 

s t r a t e g i c  advice about "how t o  do th ings ; "  a c c e s s  t o  a b roader  range and 

h igher  q u a l i t y  of goods and s e r v i c e s ;  and p a t h s  of contact  t o  power c e n t e r s  

and o t h e r  networks wi th  s i m i l a r  i n t e r e s t s .  These b e n e f i t s ,  i n  turn, 

i n c r e a s e  a r e s i d e n t ' s  a b i l i t y  t o  mobi l ize  e x t e r n a l  r e sources  f o r  so lv ing  

l o c a l  problems, ease  h i s  access  t o  power c e n t e r s ,  and f a c i l i t a t e  c o a l i t i o n -

bui ld ing.  I n  sum, they boost  h i s  e f f i c a c y  i n  t h e  l a r g e r  s o c i e t y .  

2. Tight-knit neighborhood. R e l a t i v e l y  few t i e s  e x i s t  beyond t h e  

neighborhood. Rather, t h e  bulk of r e s i d e n t s '  t i e s  a r e  wi th  each other. 

Thus, r e s iden t s '  networks are neighborhood-bound; t h e i r  ties loop back 

on each other.  I n t e r n a l  t ies,  many of them s t r o n g ,  predominate. Such 

ties have a t  l e a s t  th ree  consequences f o r  t h e  neighborhood. They genera te :  

community s o l i d a r i t y ,  a l o c a l  i d e n t i t y ,  and a system of s t r o n g  norms. These 



consequences, i n  turn,  f a c i l i t a t e  l o c a l  soc,ial c o n t r o l ,  ease communication 

between r e s i d e n t s ,  increase  t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  m o b i l i l e  i i t e r n a l  resources  

f o r  l o c a l  problems, and sharpen t h e i r  pe rcep t ion  of e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t s  ta t h e  

neighborhood. I n  sum, they inc rease  t h e  neighborhood's c a p a c i t y  t o  m o b i l i z e  

'- i ts  r e s i d e n t s .  	
. 

3. Mixed neighborhood. Both loose-kni t and t igh  t-kni  t t i e s  e x i s t  

i n  	s i g n i f i c a n t  numbers. Some of the  r e s i d e n t s '  t ies  a r e  w i t h  each o t h e r ,  

15
and the  rest branch outs ide  t h e  a r e a  t o  non-residents. The consequences 

of the  t i g h t - k n i t  and loose-knit  neighborhoods are both experienced h e r e  

al though perhaps l e s s  s t rong ly .  The mixed neighborhood w i l l  be able  t o  

mobil ize i ts  r e s i d e n t s  and t o  mobil ize resources  i n  the  o u t s i d e  world. 

4. Anomic neighborhood. Nei ther  loose-knit  nor t i g h t - k n i t  t i e s  

exist i n  any profusion. Residents  are l a r g e l y  i s o l a t e d  from each o t h e r  and 

from t h e  l a r g e r  soc ie ty .  L i t t l e  mobi l i za t ion  capac i ty  of any kind exists. 

Each type of neighborhood has  a d i f f e r e n t  capac i ty  for undertaking 

success fu l  c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  ac t ion .  

The loose-knit neighborhood has more i n d i v i d u a l s  with s u b s t a n t i a l  

t ang ib le  resources and e x p e r t i s e  f o r  e f f e c t i v e l y  support ing c o l l e c t i v e  

a c t i o n ,  but  less a b i l i t y  t o  mobil ize people s o  t h e s e  p o t e n t i a l  advantages 

can be pooled'and ac t iva ted .  The t i g h t - k n i t  neighborhpod, o n  the  o t h e r  

hand, has more a b i l i t y  t o  mobi l ize-people  and t h e i r  emotional resources 

f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  but  fewer t a n g i b l e  resources  f o r  e f f e c t i v e l y  c a r r y i n g  

i t  out.16 The mixed neighborhood has  t h e  g r e a t e s t  capaci ty  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  

c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  s i n c e  both  cond i t ions  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  community organizing 

e x i s t :  enough i n t e r n a l  t i e s  t o  mobi l ize  people and t h e i r  sentiments;  

and enough e x t e r n a l  t ies t o  i n v i g o r a t e  t h e  e f f o r t  with pragmatic ideas ,  

instrumental  resources l i k e  t echn ica l  a s s i s t a n c e ,  pa ths  of inf luence  t o  



government, and p o s s i b i l i t i e s  of c o a l i t i o n  wi th  o t h e r  l o c a l i t i e s .  In the. 

anomic neighborhood' l i t t l e  c o l l e c t i v e  action of any kind w i l l  occur. 
I e 

With respec t  t o  crime-prevention a c t i v i t i e s ,  the  loose-knit  neighbor-

hood may be e s p e c i a l l y  a t t r a c t e d  to  programs which can be  imported i n t o  

the area and administered by "profess ionals"  without  h igh l e v e l s  of local 

citizen p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Demands f o r  improved p o l i c e  p r o t e c t i o n  may be common. 

And the  l a te s t  s e c u r i t y  equipment w i l l  b e  bought i f  a f f o r d a b l e .  I n  o t h e r  

words, i n  the absence of l o c a l  social  c o n t r o l  r e s i d e n t s  w i l l  r e l y  on those 

i n d i v i d u a l  and bureaucra t ic  solutions--on purchasable goods and procurable  

services--for crime c o n t r o l  which r e q u i r e  low expendi tures  of t h e i r  t ime 

and energy. 

The t igh t -kn i t  neighborhood may a t tempt  more formal community organ- 

i z i n g - b u t  f a i l  t o  achieve s u b s t a n t i a l  v i c t o r i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  they depend 

on access to  external information,  r e sources ,  and p o l i t i c a l  au thor i ty .  

It may.turn, more than o t h e r  types of neighborhoods, t o  informal  c o l l e c t i v e  

e f f o r t s  between r e l a t i v e l y  small numbers of r e s i d e n t s :  watching from the 

stoop and o t h e r  forms of neighborly v i g i l a n c e ,  t a l k i n g  t o  t h e  parents  of 

a n  unruly teenager, helping with adyice  o r  l a b o r  on lock i n s t a l l a t i o n s ,  o r  

persuading the pa r i sh  p r i e s t  t o  defuse gang r i v a l r i e s .  ' 

The mixed neighborhood w i l l  be a b l e  t o  make both  " t igh t -kn i t "  and 

Il loose-knit" responses -to crime. I n  a d d i t i b n  it w i l l  exhibit t h e  h i g h e s t  

level, of formal c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  a g a i n s t  crime. The i m p l i c a t i o n  here is 

t h a t  the  mixed neighborhood has  a v a i l a b l e  t o  i t  t h e  b roades t  a r r a y  of 

responses t o  crime and thus  may be most s u c c e s s f u l  a t  crime-prevention. 

I n  the anomic neighborhood crime-prevention a c t i v i t y  w i l l  be confined 

t o  modest ind iv idua l  a c t i o n s  which r e l y  on immediately a v a i l a b l e  resources  

or l o c a l l y  d iscernable  information.  Lacking the  suppor t  of neighbors o r  
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e x t e r n a l  resources the res iden t  may responde t o  crime with  f a t a l i s m ,  

despa i r  o r  violence.  

The hypothesis  underlying t h i s  typology is t h a t  r e s i d e n t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

i n  neighborhood problem-solving, whatever t h e  a c t u a l  e x t e n t ,  and p e r c e p t i o n  

of a l o c a l  problem, a r e  independently in f luenced  by the  type  of response 

capac i ty  which r e s i d e n t s '  network r e l a t i o n s  create. 

There is a f i f t h  type of neighborhood, one i n  which r e s i d e n t s  have 

t i g h t - k n i t  networks but  t h e  neighborhood as a whole l acks  cohesion. T h i s  

fragmented neighborhood is t h e  s u b j e c t  of  s p e c u l a t i o n ' b y  Granovetter (1973) 

i n  an important a r t i c l e  and i l l u s t r a t e s  what he  calls "the s t r e n g t h  of 

veak-ties." H e  notes  t h a t  Boston's West End--the "urban v i l l a g e "  of 

Gans's study--failed t o  organize  a g a i n s t  t h e  des t ruc tuve  i n t r u s i o n  of 

urban renewal i n  s p i t e  of appearing cohesive.  H e  s p e c u l a t e s  t h a t  the 

area was character ized by i s o l a t e d  c l i q u e s  (what Gans c a l l e d  pee r  groups) 

within which t ies were s t rong  b u t  between which few weak, br idg ing  ties 

ex i s ted .  A s  a r e s u l t  t h e r e  was s u b l o c a l  cohesion but  neighborhood frag-

mentation: t h e  c l iques  were unable t o  j o i n  toge the r  a g a i n s t  a common enemy 

(pp. 1373-75). In  the  terms of t h i s  d i s c u s s i o n  this neighborhood l acks  

the one major advantage f o r  community o rgan iz ing  i t  might o therwise  have 

had--the a b i l i t y  t o  mobil ize r e s i d e n t s  and t h e i r  sentiments.  

Granovetter po in t s  ou t  t h a t  t h e  fragmented neighborhood nay be m i s -

i d e n t i f i e d  as cohesive by f ie ldworkers ,  who a r e  usua l ly  only exposed t o  

a smal l  segment of the  neighborhood's i n t e r p e r s o n a l  r e l a t i o n s .  From 

t h e i r  l imited perspect ive  wi th in  a c l i q u e  they observe s t rong-kn i t  ties 

b u t  miss the l ack  of t ies a c r o s s  c l i q u e s  (p. 1374). 

"Bridges," as. Granovetter  calls them, " c r e a t e  more and s h o r t e r  paths'? 

between persons (p .  1365). They a r e  t h e  only  l i n e  of c o n t a c t  f o r  a person 



to what would otherwise be separa te  networks. They thus t end  t o  i n c r e a s e  a E 
person's access  t o  more information, resougces,  and in f luence .  The " s t r e n g t h  

17 ' 
of weak ties" is t h a t  br idges  can only b e  weak t i e s .  The weakness o f  ' 

t i g h t - k n i t  networks, then, is  t h a t  they do no t  con ta in  bridges,.  

r: 

E 
Granove t t e r ' s  fragmented neighborhood may approximate r e a l i t y  more 

closely than my t igh t -kn i t  neighborhood. It is un l ike ly ,  e x c e p t  i n  v e r y  

small neighborhoods, f o r  most r e s i d e n t s  t o  be  s t r o n g l y  l i n k e d  t o  most o t h e r  

r e s i d e n t s  i n  one t igh t -kn i t  

k n i t  network, i n  t h i s  case ,  

nefxork. The f e a s i b l e  s e t t i n g  f o r  the  t i g h t -  

i s  the s u b l o c a l  area-the block o r  s t r e e t  f o r  9. I 
example. Whether t h e r e  are b r idges  between t h e s e  sublocal  c l u s t e r s  is 

thus  c r u c i a l .  Local i n s t i t u t i o n s  such as t h e  church may serve a s  b r i d g e s  
I
L 

i n  neighborhoods where networks are c l i q u e s .  

A subsequent exchange between Granovet ter  and Gans (1974) over t h e  

West End c l a r i f i e s  the  s t r e n g t h s  and weaknesses of  network a n a l y s i s  f o r  
' r 

i 
understanding when neighborhoods organize.  Both agree t h a t  t h e  West End 

was fragmented and t h a t  networks wi th  b r idg ing  a r e  a necessary  b u t  

not s u f f i c i e n t  condi t ion  f o r  s u c c e s s f u l  community organizing.  Granavetrer 

agrees  with much of Gans's argument about t h e  important  r o l e  of p o l i t i c a l  

and h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t o r s  i n  discouraging a c t i o n s  i n  the West End. There was 

r
L 

I 
L 

no t r a d i t i o n  of p r o t e s t  a g a i n s t  l o c a l  government a t  the  t i m e  and such 

t a c t i c s  by West Enders would have been r i d i c u l e d  by t h e i r  p e e r  group members. 

The Catholic church and l o c a l  s e t t l e m e n t  houses supported u rban  renewal. 

West Enders f e l t  i t  was p o i n t l e s s  t o  oppose c i t y  h a l l .  Urban renewal was 

a new policy and i t s  consequences not  e a s i l y  fathomed. 

I
L 

r
i 

Despite t h e i r  common ground, Gans s t i l l  p l a c e s  more emphasis on 

p o l i t i c s  and Granovetter  on networks t o  e x p l a i n  i n a c t i o n  i n  t h e  West End. I 
For Gans, subcu l tu ra l  va lues  which result from macro(especial1y political) 



influences on the neighborhood discourage bridging and community organizing. 


City politicians were not accessible or accyuntable to West Enders. West 


Enders responded rationally to their powerlessness by distrusting politicians 


and the political process. This limited the formation of bridges and community 


organizations. For Granovetter, network characteristics affect (in this 


case discourage) the emergence of community organizations, in part, indepen- 


dently of political factors. 


There is ample evidence...'that network structure is heavily 

affected by neighborhood ecology, length of settlement, 

economic structure, and simply by chance. 


Network structures and characteristics are important variables 

affecting the outcome of political and other processes and are 

not either easily visible or deducible from general analysis 

of cultural, political, or economic variables (pp. 528-29). 


Drawing on interviews with approximately 200 key members of voluntary 


associati~ns in black and white Detroit neighborhoods, Warren (1975) 


found "a very significant correlation between the neighborhood setting and 


the way in which a voluntary association operates. "I8 Warren's study is 


unusual in relating neighborhood characteristics to the nature of local 


organizations. His findings highlight the adaptive character of such 


groups: in this case they adjust to the composition of the neighborhood 


by structuring participation in ways which insure their survival. The 


influence of the local setting on its organizations was strongest in 


the black neighborhoods Warren examined. 


Organizations in black heterogeneous neighborhoods 

insulate themselves from the social diversity in their neigh-
borhoods. Rather than confronting the problem of having to deal 
with a varied population, these organizations carefully screen 
out people who have different values and social backgrounds 
from their own membership. As a result, these groups are able 
to pursue important instrumental activities. They are not 



preoccupied with t ry ing  t o  main ta in  group consensus. But 
this a b i l i t y  t o  a c t  has  a r a t h e r . h i g h  p r i c e .  I n  exchange 
f o r  this capaci ty  t o  act  on s p e c i f i c  g o a l s ,  t h e s e  organiza- 

. t i o n s  become unrepresen ta t ive  of t h e i r  neigh60rhoods (p.  84-5). I 

Indeed, they tend t o  form a series of c l i q u i s h  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  "operat ing s i d e  

Iby s i d e ,  " bu t  "each drawing from the  s e p a r a t e  cons t i t u e n c i e s  contained 

e t h i n  a common f i e l d  of p o t e n t i a l  members" (p. 93). These r e l a t i o n s h i p s  I 
can be p i c t u r e d  diagrammatically. 

I 
Black S e l e c t i v e  membership Small, se l f -conta ined Unrepresenta-
heterogeneous -4 recruitment (organiz- +homogeneous organiza- +t i v e n e s s  ( "p r ic ;~ .  
neighborhood a t i o n a l  adapta t ion)  t i o n s  wi th  low s t a t u s  Ic o n f l i c t  

IOrganizations i n  b lack homogeneous neighborhoods do n o t  i n s u l a t e  

themselves from the s o c i a l  composition of  t h e i r  neighborhoods. They f a v o r  i
I 

open i n s t e a d  of s e l e c t i v e  recrui tment  and appear t o  "draw on t h e  maximum 

d i v e r s i t y  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood and possibly beyondft (p. 93)- As a r e s u l t  1 
! 

t h e y . e x h i b i t  g r e a t e r  i n t e r n a l  he te rogene i ty  and high s t a t u s  c o n f l i c t  t o  

which they must respond--if they are t o  suzvive--with cohesion-building,  

s t r u c t u r a l  adapta t ions .  These inc lude in t roduc ing  s e v e r a l  l e v e l s  of a u t h o r i t y ,  ' 
f 

l a r g e r  chains of decision-making, and more committees and o f f i c e s  i n t o  t h e  

r
organizat ion.  This  i n c r e a s e  i n  t h e  formal complexity of t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  

k 


"permits d ive r se  s t a t u s  groups t o  have a voice" (pp. 90-91). But t h i s  
f 

e f f o r t  t o  adapt a l s o  c a r r i e s  a h igh  p r i c e .  It reduces t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  ! 

flexibility, innovativeness,  and, above a l l ,  e f f i c i e n c y .  " ~ a p i d  and 

e f f e c t i v e  response t o  ( ins t rumenta l )  problems g i v e s  way t o  t h e  maintenance 

of i n t e r n a l  cohesion" (p. 91). Indeed, " these  o rgan iza t ions  expend a lmos t  1
L 

more energy than seems necessary  t o  main ta in  e f f e c t i v e  i n t e r n a l  s o l i d a r i t y "  

I(p. 85). As a consequence "the very survival of t h e  group becomes an end 

i n  i t s e l f "  (p. 91). These r e l a t i o n s h i p s  are dep ic ted  i n  t h e  f o l l o v i n g  f 

diagram. 



Black ,open membership+large, hetero-, ,structural ____b, inefficiency 
homogeneous recruitment geneous organiaa- adaptations 
neighborhood tions with high 

status conflict -
Thus the homogeneous organizations (which are mainly located in heterogeneous 

neighborhoods) are instrumentally effective within the limits imposed by 

their relatively small number of participants but unrepresentative of the 
a 

neighborhood's population as a whole. The heterogeneous organizations 

(which are mainly located in homogeneous neighborhoods) are representative 

of their areas but frequently ineffective in achieving instrumental goals. 

Important implications for community organizing and citizen participation 

++policy follow from these conditions for organizational survival. 

In a black heterogeneous neighborhood an organization may be unable 

to represent the.entire locality--as required by provisions of government 

programs--without threatening its own survival. And the neighborhood's 

composition may frustrate any but the smallest scale organizing efforts 

(P. 95). 

In a black homogeneous neighborhood, locality may be an effective 

basis for organizing to solve modest local problems and building neighbor-

hood cohesion. But more complex problems require community organizations 

to seek resources and allies from beyond the neighborhood. Maintaining 

internal cohesion may so preoccupy the heterogeneous black organization 

that it cannot respond effectively to such problems on its own or join 

forces with other groups beyond its bounds who are attacking them (p. 95). 

Under either set of circumstances the policy of maximum feasible 

participation may be inappropriate. In a heterogeneous neighborhood the 

diversity of membership which would result from such a policy could exceed 

the local organization's ability to manage it. In a homogeneous-neighborhood 



t 
the  d i v e r s i t y  could be  f u l l y  incorporated b u t  the  capac i ty  f o r  e f f e c t i v e  k 

. ac t ion  might  be weakened i n  the  process (P#. 95-96). 
0 

Warren commits the  f u n c t i o n a l i s t  e r r o r  of overemphasizing the importance C 

of neighborhood cohesion and the  r o l e  of vo lun ta ry  a r soc ' i a t ions  i n  a c h i e v i n g  
L 


it. H e  n o t e s  t h a t  voluntary a s s o c i a t i o n s  perform "an i n t e g r a t i v e  o r  s o c i a l -

i z i n g  f u n c t i o n  t h a t  develops group g o a l s  (and) community o r  societal 

cohesiont' (p. 7 4 ) .  Community o rgan iza t ions  may p r o f l t  from l o c a l  cohes ion 

during t i m e s  of neighborhood c r i s i s .  I n  f a c t ,  they may c a p i t a l i z e  on t h e  

crisis t o  c r e a t e  cohesion, even i n  heterogeneous neighborhoods. And a i 
-neighborhood i s  probably e a s i e r  t o  mobi l ize  i f  its r e s i d e n t s  f e e l  some 

I- - i  
attachment t o  the  a r e a  and each o the r .  But i n  t h e i r  day t o  day a c t i v i t ' i e s  t ,  

.many, perhaps most, community o rgan iza t ions  a c t  q u i t e  adequate ly  i n  t h e  name 
. . I 

of t h e  neighborhood without  being f u l l y  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of i ts  demographic 

r 
d i v e r s i t y .  Heterogeneity and homogeneity, t y p i c a l l y  and f o r  Warren, r e f e r  

t 
t o  the  p a t t e r n  of a neighborhood's demographic composition but not to  its 

Y 

i n t e r e s t s .  Residents  may endorse o r  t o l e r a t e  a community o rgan iza t ion  

which does nor r epresen t  the  composition of the  neighborhood so long as I 
i 
i..

i t  e f f e c t i v e l y  represen t s  some of i ts i n t e r e s t s .  Subs tan t ive  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  

may be more h ighly  valued by r e s i d e n t s  than formal r e p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  t o  u s e  I 
P i t k i n ' s  terms (1967). 

f 
Moreover, the  r o u t i n e . f u n c r i o n  of many vo lun ta ry  a s s o c i a t i o n s  is less 1. 

t o  u n i t e  people i n  an a r e a  than t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  them. A s  Gans (1967) C
p o i n t s  out  i n  h i s  s tudy of Levittown, " the  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  were mainly s o r t -  

ing groups which divided and segregated people by t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  and u l - i 
t i m a t e l y  by socioeconomic, educa t iona l ,  and r e l i g i o u s  d i f f e r e n c e s .  On t h e  

I-b lock people who shared a common space could no t  r e a l l y  express  t h e i r  d i -  t= 

v e r s i t y ;  the cornunity s o r t i n g  groups came i n t o  being for this purpose 

(p.  6 1  ) . W  



VIII PARTICIPATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 

L 


Theoretical approaches for studying the impact of organizational char- 


acteristics on participation abound.'' But empirical data on how the 


characteristics of community organizations influence participation in 


them is scarce (Smith and Reddy 1972). 


Suggestive, and sometimes contradictory, evidence - from sparse sources -

is presented here on how participation is affected by a community organiza- 

tion's: size, structure, composition, goals, and rewards-or incentives - sys-

tem. 

As the size of voluntary organizations increasgthe rate of active par- 

ticipation by members tends to decline (Indik 1965, Warner and Hilander 

1964). Yates (1975), in a study of seven types of neighborhood problem-solv- . 

ing efforts, concluded that the cohesiveness, communication, and coordina- 

tion'necessary for effective democratic participation is seriously jeapord- 

ized when local organizations exceed roughly 3,000 members or constituents. 

Federated. coalitions of community organizations, however, have been able 

to achieve larger memberships with only moderate .compromise of these srruc- 

tural characteristics (0'Brien 1976). 

Restrictive membership requirements will retard participation (Smith 

and Reddy 19721, but inclusive requirements, on the other hand, may create 

a diversemembership in which conflicts and factions are more likely. Crip-

pled by its inability to act decisively, participation may decline (Zald 

and Ash 1 9 6 6 ) .  

Crenson (1974) in a study of six community o&anizations in Baltimore, 


found that "where the conditions for internal conflict exist, as they do in 




groups with many organizational activists among their members, friendship 
 1 
seems to intensify the disagreements that &be." (p. 365) Organizational 

activists generate disaffection among the membership, according to Crenson, 


because they are difficult to govern and because their substantial out- 


side organizational attachments are a basis for internal factions. 


Increased bureaucratization of an organization may diminish membership 

participation (Tannenbaum, and Kahn 1958), but it has also been found that 

the higher the proportion of members holding office in the organization the 

higher the proportion of members who attend organizational meetings (Warner 

1964) .  Organizational structures which promote comunication between 

leaders and followers, a sense of influence among members, and pressures 

t o  participate from other non-office-holding members also encourage more 

active participation (Likert 1961, Smith and Brown 1964). 

Organizations which address universalistic issues - controversial, in- 

tensely felt, frequently redistributive concerns such as civil rights, pov- 
r: 
i 

erty community control, or police brutality - may attract larger numbers of t 

participants (Austin 1968, Vanecko 1970, Yates 1975), although such issues r 

i 
are usually more difficult to solve than particularistic ones (e.g., street 


r 
lighting, tree-trimming, snow removal, park improvements, etc.). If univer- E 
salistic issues remain unsolved, participation may dwindle. New organizations 


require quick victories--which are easiest to obtain with particularistic 


issues--in order to attract participants (Alinsky 1969, 1971). 


The search for issues which will atract and retain participants is 

f 


fundamental to a community organization's survival (OfBrien 1976). Issues i. 

are chosen by community organizations in light of this maintenance need. 


Short of ultimate explanation, then, the single most important factor in 




explaining whether a neighborhood deals with a local problem may be the 


existence of community organizations whose 'haintenance needs are served 


by attacking it. The perception of many social problems is high enough 


in most neighborhoods to constitute a collective view that something should 


be done about them. Whether people act on any of these problems, however, 


will depend on whether local community organizations decide to act on 

-

a 


them. It is not the perception of local problems alone which prompts~collective 


action but a community organization's decision that its maintenance inter- 


e s t s  are served by tackling the problems. A community organization may 
.-
-

make such a decision if it concludes that collective action will: - - -.-

- .  
-gain it greater legitimacy or influence 

-rerain participants who would otherwise leave - .  -- -

. 
-

-

-attract new particpants who would otherwise not join 


-be financed by outside sources--a foundation, a government agency-- 


and thus provide it with staff and funds which can be used for other purposes 


as well 


-neutralize its rivals' ability to enhance their reputation or mem- . 

bership at its expense. 


Participation has been conceptualized in terms of the incentives (or 


rewards) an organization can provide its members or potential supporters 


(Clark and Wilson 1961, Flynn and Webb 1975, Olson 1965, Wilson 1974). 


...Individuals are more likely to join an association if it 
promises to provide certain otherwise unattainable benefits, 
be these benefits for oneself or for others. The extent to 
which such benefits are attained by participation serves to 
stimulate active participation ...From this perspective, mem-
bership and participation have their own costs. In an 
individual's 'personal economy' time or money spent in one 
setting limits, restricts, or even eliminates other options. 
Thus within this 'economy' if rewards or benefits may be 
forthcoming without active participation, without membership, 
or even without support of any kind, the individual is unlikely 
to 'spend' his scarce resources in seeking those rewards or 
benefits (Smith and Reddy 1972:313). 



Olson's  (1965) work on c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  and the  "publ ic  goods dilemma" 

is a most important t h e o r e t i c a l  a n a l y s i s  on' the  l i m i t a t i o n s  of purposive-: 

o r  instrumental-- incentives and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  s t r a t e g i e s  to overcome them. 

According t o  Olson the re  a r e  two major d i s i n c e n t i v e s  t o  purposive involvement 

i n  s o c i a l  change organizat ions  by c i t i z e n s .  F i r s t ,  t h e  c i t i z e n  c a l c u l a t e s  

t h a t  h i s  own con t r ibu t ion  ( i n  a l a r g e  o rgan iza t ion)  won't p o s s i b l y  a f f e c t  

t h e  outcome one way o r  the o ther .  (And a s m a l l  group, where his presence  
0 

might b e  felt, can' t ef f e e t  b i g  change. ) Second, he realizes t h a t  h i s  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  w i l l  not  be s p e c i a l l y  rewarded should the  o rgan iza t ion  g a i n  

some change: pub l i c  goods, being nond iv i s ib le ,  are a v a i l a b l e  t o  p a r t i c i p a n t s  

and non-part icipants  a l ike .  Those who don't  "pay" f o r  t h e  goods b e n e f i t  

from them j u s t  as much as those who d i d  "pay." Senior  c i t i z e n s  who might 

lobby i n  a s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  f o r  a homestead exemption on p r o p e r t y  t a x e s  

would b e n e f i t  from t h i s  publ ic  good--the f r u i t s  of t h e i r  own effort--no 

more than those who s a t  on the  s i d e l i n e s  and watched. O r  local c i t i z e n s  

who success fu l ly  pressure  c i t y  government t o  i n c r e a s e  p o l i c e  p r o t e c t i o n  

i n  t h e i r  a r e a  ga in  no more of t h i s  p u b l i c  good than t h e i r  ne ighbors  who d i d  

nothing. A l a r g e  organizat ion can only overcome these  o b s t a c l e s  t o  p a r t i c i -  

pa t ion  by o f fe r ing  s e l e c t i v e  i n c e n t i v e s - - u t i l i t a r i a n s  rewards which a r e  

n o t  a v a i l a b l e  t o  ou t s ide r s :  l i f e  insurance  p o l i c i e s ,  d e n t a l  p l a n s ,  goods 

a reduced p r ice ,  priveleged information,  n e w s l e t t e r s ,  e t c .  

Olson's ca lcu lus  of non-involvement t akes  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  of a t o m i s t i c ,  

economic man. It overfooks t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e  embedded i n  s o c i a l  c o n t e x t s  

and take moral and c o l l e c t i v e  sent iments  i n t o  account when deciding to 

en jo in  public i s sues .  People don ' t  simply a s s e s s  the  c o s t s  of involvement 

i n  i s o l a t i o n  of  o the r s .  They may even reject the  ca lcu lus  of non-involvement 

on the grounds t h a t  i f  everybody fol lows i t  a l l  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  would be 



impossible. Assessments about participating in collective action are 


frequently not made in the abstract but w i k  reference to a real organiza- 

* 

tion they might join. How they perceive the organization's chances of 


winning will influence their decision to become involved. 


In addtion, Olson overlooks the powerful selective incentives--of a 


non-utilitarian nature--which are available to participants even in a 


large organization which is engaged in achieving some collective good: 


psychological gains (improved self-esteem, greater self-confidence, 


opportunity for moral expression of the self, fear management); status 


gains; educational gains (cosmopolitanism, political insight, leadership 


skills); and even communal gains (experiencing a sense of communion or 


c-unity) (Freedman 1974, McCourt 1977, Weissman 1970),. 


IX. MACRO-INFLUENCES ON PARTICIPATION 


Tilly (1974) in a recent article poses the question of-when communities 


act. He treats community as "any durable local population most of whose 


members belong to households in the locality'' (p. 212). Thus neighborhoods 


as well as larger localities fit the definition. He means by "act'' 


collective action in which pooled resources are applied by community members 


on behalf of the local population as a whole (p. 212): His answer to 


the question draws on his own study of past urbanization, migration, and 


collective action in Europe and North America. 


he extent of a community's (or other collectivity's) collective 

action is, according to Tilly, a function of: the extent of its mobiliza- 

tion; the amount of its power in relation to other groups; the degree of 

uncertainty that the claims it is pressing will be met; and the extent 

t o  which its actions are typically repressed (p. 213). 



A comunity which is partially mobilized and relatively 
L 


uncertain, and invulnerable to repression provides the post fertile setting 


for community organizing (p. 237). Tilly's point here is perhaps too 


obvious. Communities which can be most successfully organized are those 


which are already partly organized. 


Communities, rather than other groups, are more likely to exhibit the 


necessary conditions for collective action when: 


1. 	 Cokunities are homogeneous with respect to the main divisions 

of power a t  a regional or national level; 

2. 	 The cost of communication rises rapidly as a function of dis- 

tance; and, 

3. 	 Control over land (as compared with other factors of production) 

is valuable but uncertain (p. 219). 

A community more easily becomes the basis of collective action when all its 

members share roughly the same relation to regional or national divisions 

of power. When they do not, interests within the community will be divided 

and members will be linked to bases of mobilization which cross-cut 

territory. If persons of similar status in relation to power reside in the 

same place, then comunity rather than some other form of associat2on will 

tend to be the unit of mobilization. External threats are more likely to 

generate demands which are broadly supported throughout the community, The 

cost of mobilization will also be less since the same procedure for pooling 

resources can be invoked with everybody. 

When the cost of long distance communication is high, it is cheaper 

for concentrated populations ( i . e . ,  communities) to mobilize than for 

more dispersed populations. 



I f  t h e  t e r r i t o r y  i n  which r e s i d e n t s  have an investment is  worthless ,  

then t h e y  are " l e s s  l i k e l y  to have in te res t ' s  o r  claims on t h e m "  (p.  222).
* 

I f  t h e i r  c o n t r o l  over land is secure,  t h e  need f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  ac t ion  is 

-	 low.  If r e s i d e n t s  have a valuable  investment i n  land,  then they have a 

s t r o n g e r  i n t e r e s t  i n  preserving t h e i r  s t a k e s .  A s  a consequence the c o s t s  
* 

of mobi l i za t ion  w i l l  be lower s i n c e  t h e  mot iva t ion  f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  

i s  higher .  Others are a l s o  more l i k e l y  to make competing c l a i m s  on v a l u a b l e  

t e r r i t o r y ,  and i f  resident control over land is u n c e r t a i n  this w i l l  

underscore the  need f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n .  
,..-

In t h e  long run, according t o  T i l l y ,  t h e  e f f e c t s  of u rban iza t ion  


favor  other kinds of groups over c o r n u n i t i e s  as c o l l e c t i v e  a c t o r s .  


X. A MODEL FOR ANALYZING PARTICIPATION IN COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS 

The var ious  f a c t o r s  which in f luence  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  community 

organizations--i.e. ,  c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  ac t ion.  by neighborhood residents--  

can be organized i n t o  a model which i n d i c a t e s  some of the  c a u s a l  pathways 

between these  f a c t o r s .  The model (see diagram, pp. 59-60) a t t empts  t o  

i n t e g r a t e  key empir ica l  f ind ings  and s p e c u l a t i o n s  contained i n  t h i s  

paper.2o Its usefulness  is a s  a n  a i d  i n  th ink ing  about community p a r t i c i -  

pa t ion  and designing research t o  e x p l a i n  i t .  

Understanding the  diagram is s i m p l i f i e d  by f i r s t  viewing i t  i n  its 

most s k e l e t a l  form. 
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According t o  the  model, c e r t a i n  neighborhood--and e x t r a - l o c a l - - p o l i t i c a l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  provide a body of l ea rn ing  exper iences  from which norms 

f o r  an e t h o s  of neighborhood a c t i o n  emerge. The key e lements  of t h i s  ethos 

are a s t r o n g  posture  towards c o l l e c t i v e  neighborhood problem-solving 

a c t i v i t i e s  and sanct ions  which support  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  such a c t i v i t i e s .  
21 

Neighborhoods with a s t rong  a c t i o n  e thos  w i l l  tend t o  have h i g h  levels of 

res iden t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y .  The s t r e n g t h  of 

t h i s  a s s o c i a t i o n  ( t h e  neighborhood e f f e c t ) ,  however, depends i n  p a r t  on  

the processes of neighborhood s o c i a l i z a t i o n  a t  work. A p e r s o n ' s  s e n s i t i v i t y  

t o  these processes is  inf luenced by a number of h i s  i n d i v s d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

which may be c l a s s i f i e d  as: o r i e n t a t i o n s  toward the  neighborhood's p o l i t i c a l  

opportunity s t r u c t u r e  (e.g., a high l e v e l  of awareness of the neighborhood 

leadership  s t r u c t u r e ) ;  h i s  percept ions  of t h e  neighborhood normative system 
f 
! 

and h i s  psychological o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  i t  (e,g. ,  a high d i s p o s i t i o n  to conform ! 

t o  community norms); and the  degree of h i s  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  
I 

neighborhood and h i s  i n t e r a c t i o n  with o t h e r  r e s i d e n t s  (e.g., f requent  1 
1, 

discuss ion of l o c a l  problems wi th  r e s i d e n t s ) .  A r e s i d e n t  is more likely 

I 



t o  possess  c e r t a i n  of these  a t t r i b u t e s  i f  h i s  neighborhood is charac te r i zed  

L 

by c e r t a i n  p o l i t i c a l ,  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r a l ,  and geographic,condit ions.  But . 

the impact  of t h e  neighborhood a c t i o n  e t h o s  on p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is a l s o  

dependent on the  neighborhood's p o l i t i c a l  oppor tuni ty  s t r u c t u r e .  Conforming 

t o  the e t h o s  is most e a s i l y  t r a n s l a t e d  i n t o  a c t i v e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  

p o l i t i c a l  efforts when ample o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  such a c t i v i t y  exist and 

when r e s i d e n t s  a r e  rec ru i t ed  t o  take  advantage of them. 

The model incorpora tes  the  i d e a  t h a t  s o c i a l  context  in f luences  people  

through t h e i r  percept ions  of i t  and through its provis ion of ob jec t ive  

p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  a c t i o n  (Barton 1970). The model i n d i c a t e s  two processes-- -
both overs impl i f ied  i n  the  diagram--0f.neighborhood s o c i a l i z a t i o n ;  191 one 

(A) the  conforming ind iv idua l  i n t e r n a l i z e s  neighborhood norms; i n  the 

o t h e r  (B) normative conformity does not  r e q u i r e  i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n  but may 

r e s u l t  from s o c i a l  pressure.  The model d i s ' t ingu i shes  between i n d i v i d u a l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (or  do s o  i n d i r e c t l y  

through processes not  spec i f i ed )  and those  which inc rease  t h e  s e n s i t i v i t y  

of the ind iv idua l  t o  the  impact of con tex tua l  e f f e c t s  on h i s  p o l i t i c a l  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  ( I n  some cases t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  i$r e a l l y  between d i f f e r e n t  

modes of inf luence  f o r  the same i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c . )  Ind iv idua l  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the f i r s t  kind in f luence  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  

p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  q u i t e  a p a r t  from whether neighborhood p o l i t i c a l  norms 

sanct ioning such behavior e x i s t ,  al though such norms may ampl i fy  the 

e f f e c t s  of these  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ,  The model suggests ,  f i n a l l y ,  tha t  

p o l i t i c a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  neighborhood--and the l a r g e r  environment-- 

a r e  t h e  c r u c i a l  v a r i a b l e s  i n  genera t ing a c l i m a t e  i n  which c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i -  

cal  ac t ion is l i k e l y .  Soc ia l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  neighborhood a re  seen  
/ '  

as intervening between e thos  and a c t i o n  by in f luenc ing  i n d i v i d u a l  r e c e p t i v i t y  

t o  neighborhood s o c i a l i z a t i o n .  



Neighborhood--and extra-local-- influences on i n d i v i d u a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  ! 
are prominent i n  t h i s  ana lys i s .  We c l o s e  y i t h  a b r i e f  summary of some 

D 

of these  in f luences  and how they are important .  

1, S i z e  and dens i ty  of the l o c a l  popula t ion  

S o c i a l  con t ro l  and p ressures  f o r  conformity t o  l o c a l  norms 
are l i k e l y  t o  be s t r o n g e r  i n  smaller and up t o  a p o i n t ,  I 
denser  communities s i n c e  more f r equen t  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  1 
social i n t e r a c t i o n  a r e  more l i k e l y  and s i n c e  t h e r e  can be 
more scrutiny of neighborhood behavior  (Cornelius 1973:39). I 

fIn  a more homogeneous neighborhood r e s i d e n t s  can more e a s i l y  a c q u i r e  t 

a sense of psychological  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  area and a coopera t ive  

1 
s p i r i t  (Cornelius 1973). But i t  is  a l s o  p o s s i b l e  f o r  t h e s e  o r i e n t a t i o n s  \ 

to  develop i n  the  absence of homogeneity when the  neighborhood is faced  G 
i 

wi th  e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t s  t o  its i n t e r e s t s  o r  s u r v i v a l  (Coleman 1971). In 
I 

a more heterogeneous neighborhood s t a t u s  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  i 
i 


extreme, may obscure awareness of common interests o r  even c r e a t e  con- I 

f l i c t s  i n  i n t e r e s t s .  However, i n  working c l a s s  o r  poor neighborhoods t h e  

presence of some middle o r  upper middle c l a s s  r e s i d e n t s  may provide  an  

important  pool  of l e a d e r s  f o r  mobi l iz ing  r e s i d e n t s .  

3. S t a b i l i t y  of res idence  

S t a b i l i t y  of res idence  e a s e s  c r e a t i o n  of neighborhood norms, s o c i a l  

networks, and s o l i d a r i t y .  This  e f f e c t  must be weighed a g a i n s t  another  

one: r ecen t  a r r i v a l s  t o  an a r e a  may i n  t h e i r  d e s i r e  t o  be accep ted  and 

connected show more s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  neighborhood norms than o l d e r  r e s i -

d e n t s  (Cornelius 1973). Extreme r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  may n o t  be most 

conducive t o  a  s t rong  l o c a l  normative system. The i d e a l  s i t u a t i o n  may 

be enough r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  t o  suppor t  a n  ongoing s t r u c t u r e  f o r  a 

l o c a l  normative system and enough new r e s i d e n t s  t o  keep i t  i n v i g o r a t e d .  



-- 

Thus, a c e r t a i n  degree of r e s i d e n t i a l  i n s t a b i l i t y  may promote a s t rong 

system of l o c a l  norms. i 

4. Location and boundedness 

A neighborhood with d i s t i n c t  boundaries i s  e a s i e r  f o r  r e s i d e n t s  t o  

i d e n t i f y  wi th  and e a s i e r  f o r  government o f f i c i a l s  t o  bargain with ( S u t t l e s  

1972). One loca ted  c l o s e  t o  v i t a l  s e r v i c e s  and work a l lows i ts  r e s i d e n t s  

more free time f o r  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  (Cornelius 1973) ;-@ 

5 .  Rela t ions  wi th  o u t s i d e  p o l i t i c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  

I n d i f f e r e n t ,  inadequate,  o r  p u n i t i v e  responses  by p o l i t i c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  

t o  l o c a l  demands o r  needs may u n i t e  people i n  r e a c t i o n  a n d / o r  he ighten  

t h e i r  acceptance  of norms f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  (Cornelius 1973) .  I f  

such responses  p e r s i s t  i n  the  f a c e  of e f f o r t s  t o  a l t e r  them, however, 

coopera t ive  p o l i t i c a l  involvement may d e c l i n e  as people d e c i d e  i t  d o e s n ' t  

pay (Austin 1968, Gans 1967, Yates 1975). I f  p o l i t i c a l  a u t h o r i t i e s  

e n t i c e  people toward non-local p o l i t i c a l  undertakings (e .g . ,  n a t i o n a l  

e l e c t i o n s ) ,  a t  the  expense of l o c a l  ones,  coopera t ive  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  

around s p e c i f i c a l l y  l o c a l  i s s u e s  may wane (Cornel ius  1973, T i l l y  1974) .  

6. Community l eadersh ip  and o rgan iza t ion :  the  p o l i t i c a l  oppor tun i ty  

s t r u c t u r e  

P a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  will b e  encouraged

8 i f  community l e a d e r s  advocate i t  and i f  community o r g a n i z a t i o n s  promote 

i t  d i r e c t l y  by providing formal o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  membership o r  i n d i r e c t l y  
-

by s t imula t ing  informal s o c i a l  networks t o  form (Cornelius 1973, Greer 

I and Orleans 1962). People f r equen t ly  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  v o l u n t a r y  a s s o c i a t i o n s  

only a f t e r  being r e c r u i t e d  (Gans 1967, Freeman 1975, McCourt 1977, S i l l s  

t 1958). 



High organ iza t iona l  dens i ty  i n  an a r e a  has important consequences 

fo r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  I t  f o s t e r s  g r e a t e r  o p p o k t u n i t i e s  f o r  c o a l i t i o n  o r  
8 

competi t ion;  inc lus ion  of t h e  e n t i r e  neighborhood i n  a controversy;  and 

c r o s s  p r e s s u r e s  a t  the sub-neighborhood l e v e l  which c a t a p u l t  controversy  

to  the l e v e l  of the  whole neighborhood (Coleman 1957). 

7. On-going problems and needs 

Susta ined p o l i t i c a l  mobi l iza t ion r e q u i r e s  a s t rong  and continuing 
need f o r  mutual a s s i s t a n c e  and coopera t ion de r iv ing  from t h e  
existence of a s e t  of community-related problems which c a n  be 
addressed most e f f e c t i v e l y  through c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  
(Cornelius 1973:44). 

8. Neighborhood h i s t o r y  

P a s t  episodes i n  a neighborhood's history--including its founding--

may c o n s t i t u t e  p o l i t i c a l  l ea rn ing  exper iences  which i n f l u e n c e  t h e  p r o s p e c t s  

f o r  f u t u r e  a c t i o n  (Cornelius 1973). A neighborhood h i s t o r y  of community 

problems and collectYve efforts--some successful-- to overcome them may 

provide r e s i d e n t s  with i n s p i r a t i o n ,  l eg i t imacy ,  and use fu l  information 

f o r  engaging i n  new coopera t ive  a c t i v i t y .  But r e s i d e n t s  must be" aware 

of-or a p a r t  of--this h i s t o r y  f o r  i t  to a f f e c t  them i n  t h i s  manner. If 

episodes i n  neighborhood h i s t o r y  demonstrate t h e  value  of c o l l e c t i v e  action, 

then r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  promotes t h i s  form of  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  by 

preserving l o c a l  h i s t o r y  wi th in  more people ' s  memory. 

9. Soc ia l  network; 

The "mixed neighborhood," c h a r a c t e r i z e d  by ex tens ive  networks wi th  

some neighborhood o r ie r i t a t ion  and inc lud ing  l o c a l  s t rong  ties, l o c a l  

bridging t i e s ,  and ex t ra - loca l  b r idg ing  t ies ,  may promote p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

most readily.  Tie genera t ing i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  t h e  neighborhood, such  as 
- - *. 

the  church, which s e r v e  as b r i d g e s  and communications channels  b u t  d o n ' t  

exclude non-members w i l l  encourage p a r t i c i p a t i o n '  (Austin 1968, Cranove t ter 
- - .  

1973, 1974). 
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)NEIGHBORHOOD ACTION ETHOS 
- c o l l e c t i v i s t  pos ture  5 
toward neighborhood r e c e p t i v i t y  to norms \ 

I 

problem-solving 
-support ing sanc t ions  ? 

P o t e n t i a l  P o l i t i c a l  4-,Residential 
Learning Experiences S t a b i l i t y  

4 

I 

It u a l l ~ e h a v i o r a l  
t o  P o l i t i c a l  

S t r u c t u r e *  

-parricipa t i o n  i n  
community o r g s  . . 

f 
t 
t. 

f 
-high p e r c e p t i o n  of 

neighborhood leader-
s h i p  s t r u c t u r e  

LPOLITICALINFLUENCESJ 
-high estimate of neigh- 

borhood 's potency as 
-Problems: continuing p o l i t i c a l  group 

neighborhood problems 
( inc luding e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t s  
to  l o c a l  i n t e r e s t s )  which 
genera te  d i scon ten t  and 
underscore need f o r  l o c a l  
cooperat ion;  o r  pub l i c  

I 
P o l i t i c a l  

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s *  1 
s e r v i c e s  o r  programs 
which mandate l o c a l  p a r t i -  
c i p a t i o n  

-Action: c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  
a c t i o n  experiences (confronta-  

- l o c a l  leaders who 
i n t e r p r e t  p o l i t i c a l  
exper ience  as r e q u i r i n g  
mutual a s s i s t a n c e  

t ions ,  se l f -he lp  p r o j e c t s ,  etc.)  - l o c a l  l e a d e r s  who 
-Responses: continuing nega t ive  advocate c o l l e c t i v e  

responses by e x t e r n a l  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  
a u t h o r i t y  ( i n d i f f e r e n t ,  inade-
quate ,  pun i t ive )  

-Outcomes: c o l l e c t i v e  g a i n s  o r  
l o s s e s  r e s u l t i n g  from l o c a l  
a c t i o n  

-Other (non-local) bases  of 
p o l i t i c a l  o rgan iza t ion /  
mobi l iza t ion  a r e  weak 

* " - 4 
Which neighborhood c h a r a c t e r i s  t i c s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  a f f e c t  which 

i n d i v i d u a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i s  not i n d i c a t e d . 
** I
The assumption here is chat  t h e  i n f l u e n c e  of t h e s e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

on p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is  -n o t  mediated by cowtextual  e f f e c t s .  


n 
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FOOTNOTES 


. l 

1. 	 Recent e s t ima tes  al though they vary,  i n d i c a t e  the  bkeadth of the  

neighborhood movement." The National  C o m i s s i o n  on Neighborhoods, 

f o r  example, has  recen t ly  i d e n t i f i e d  more than 8,000 neighborhood 

a s s o c i a t i o n s  i n  the  U.S. There a r e  over'10,OOO block c l u b s  i n  New 

York City. The Off i c e  of Neighborhoods, Voluntary ~ s s o c i a t i o n s ,  and 

Consumer A f f a i r s  of the  U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 

ment pu t s  t h e  number of consumer and c i t i z e n  o rgan iza t ions  a t  n e a r l y  

15,000. Ci ted  i n  Perlman 1975. 

2. 	 The Gallup P o l l ,  Sunday, March-5, 1975. In va r ious  newspapers. 

3.-	 For more exhaustive treatments of t h e s e  s t u d i e s  see  reviews c i t e d  

i n  P a r t  I of t h e  Bibliography. 

4. 	 This is one of the  impl ica t ions  which can be drawn from s o c i a l  network 

ana lys i s .  See s e c t i o n  VII, C. of t h i s  paper. 

5. 	 Greer and Orleans 1962 are an except ion b u t  t h e i r  s tudy does  not 

d i s t i n g u i s h  between membership i n  community o rgan iza t ions  and member- 

ship  i n  o t h e r  types of voluntary  associations. 

6. 	 The appendix and bibl iography con ta in  a d d i t i o n a l ,  r e l e v a n t  c i t a t i o n s .  

7. 	 co rne l ius ' s  s tudy t r e a t s  a wide range of v a r i a b l e s  and is  one of the 

most comprehensive examinations t o  d a t e  .of neighborhood p o l i t i c a l  

mobil izat ion.  H i s  research i s - d i s c u s s e d  i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  of  the  paper  

because of h i s  s p e c i a l  concern with c o n t e x t u a l  e f f e c t s .  Page r e f e r e n c e s  

are t o  h i s  1973 monograph r a t h e r  than h i s  1975 book u n l e s s  o therwise  

indicated.  

8. 	 The con t ro l  v a r i a b l e s  inc lude  age, socioeconomic s t a t u s ,  l e n g t h  of 

residence, and psychological  involvement i n  p o l i t i c s .  

. . 



More s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  the  a n a l y s i s  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  i n v e s t i g a t e s  which 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of the  ind iv idua l  r e s i d e n t  a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  with a 
D 

strong c o r r e l a t i o n  between h i s  frequency of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

and t h e  contextual  va r iab les .  For a d i s c u s s i o n  of Corne l ius ' s  t echn ique  

here see p. 32 and the  foo tno tes  t o  Table 9. 

This  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  d i f f e r s  from t h e  one i m p l i c i t  i n  T a b l e s  9-11 

but  is  more a n a l y t i c a l l y  appropr ia te .  

Although Cornelius is  no t  e n t i r e l y  c l e a r  on t h i s  po in t ,  h e  is, 1 

th ink ,  point ing o u t  those c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  neighborhood a s  a 

social and p o l i t i c a l  u n i t  which promote "context  s e n s i t i v e "  character -

istics i n  a n  ind iv idua l  r e s i d e n t .  A r e s i d e n t  wi th  such c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

is more l i k e l y  t o  be  inf luenced i n  h i s  frequency and mode of p o l i t i c a l  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by t h e  con tex tua l  var iables- - that  is ,  he is  more sus- 

c e p t i b l e  t o  the  impact of neighborhood e f f e c t s  on h i s  p o l i t i c a l  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  See p. 39. 

Orbe l l  and Uno borrow "voicei' and "exi t"  and assoc ia ted  i d e a s  from 

Alber t  Hirschmanqs E x i t ,  Voice, and Lovalty. 

This and t h e  remaining conclusions c i t e d  h e r e  r e f e r  only t o  whites i n  

the  study un less  otherwise ind ica ted .  The 85 b l a c k ' c a s e s  i n  Orbe l l  

and Uno's sample were l a r g e l y  low s t a t u s  and urban. 

Granovetter (1973) de f ines  t ies as strorig when they t ake  up a s u b s t a n t i a l  

amount of time and generate high  1evels.of emotional i n t e n s i t y ,  

intimacy, and r e c i p r o c a l  s e r v i c e s .  

This i s  one v a r i a n t  of the  mixed type. Another would c o n s i s t  of some 

res iden t s  whose t i e s  were almost  a l l  t i g h t - k n i t  and the rest  whase 

ties were almost a l l  loose-knit .  T h i s  v a r i a n t  is probably more 

r e a l i s t i c  than the f i r s t ,  al though I am n o t  su re .  In any case ,  i t  is 



more analytically complicated, despite its apparent similarity to 

~anowitz's and ~keer's "community of limited liability." The crucial -
I 

issue with this variant is whether the "loose-knits" and "tight-knits" 


are themselves linked to each other, however weakly. 


16. 	One assumption here is that perhaps most collective action requires 


the mobilization of both tangible and emotional resources. 


17. 	 This is dictated by the logic of "the forbidden triad." See Granovetter's 

reasoning on this point, pp. 1361-5 . 
18. 	These interviews are part of a larger survey of Detroit which inter- 


viewed 1700 residents in 38 neighborhoods. 


19. 	See section XIV of the bibliography. 

20. 	The model draws moot heavily on Cornelius but relies on other authors 

as well. While the model as a whole has not been empirically tested, 

much of it receives confirmation in Cornelius's research. 

21. 	 Cornelius uses the term "cooperative political erhos." In h i s  study 

of poor Mexico City neighborhoods, it was measured by the number of 

residents who scored highly on: civic-mindedness; collective self-help 

orientation; frequency of political participation; perception of 

external threat as requiring collective political action; and disposi-

tion t o  conform to community norms. 
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\Many f a c t o r s  inf luence  c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  i n  neighborhoods, as t h e  
l ist  i n  t h i s  appendix ind ica tes .  The l i s t i n g  h e r e  is compiled from w o r k  

j 

reviewed i n  t h i s  paper o r  c i t e d  i n  the  b ib l iography  and my own obse rva t ions .  
I have n o t  attempted t o  c h a r t  t h e  complex r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between the v a r i -  !j 
ables .  I have comented on s e v e r a l  e n t r i e s ,  however, where i t  seemed es- ! 
p e c i a l l y  appropr ia te .  Individual  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  i n  t h e  list a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  
wi th  the  l ike l ihood  a person w i l l  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  neighborhood o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  I 

which are working t o  so lve  l o c a l  problems. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of col- t 
l e c t i v i t i e s  and i s s u e s  are assoc ia ted  w i t h  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  and scope of neigh-
borhood involvement i n  c o l l e c t i v e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  through l o c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s .  

i 

f CHARACTERISTICS OF INDIVIDUALS 
I 

A. Absolute Variables 4 
1. Demographic 

- 1 
-Socio-economic s t a t u s  S tud ies  of  p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  con- 

s i s t e n t l y  document t h a t  inc reases  i n  ses a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  with inc reases  i n  : 
overall p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  (The major refinement t o  this f ind ing  is  : 

that blacks  a t  c e r t a i n  ses l e v e l s  p a r t i c i p a t e  more than whi tes  a t  comparable 
l e v e l s .  See below.) This a s s o c i a t i o n  may n o t  hold,  however, f o r  p a r t i c i p a -  
tion i n  community organizat ions ,  and t h e  empi r i ca l  d a t a  with which to  make a ! 

determination does not  e x i s t .  Most s t u d i e s  of p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  d o  I 

n o t  inc lude membership, l e t  a lone  a c t i v e  involvement, i n  l o c a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  
i n  t h e i r  ind ices  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Those which do, f a i l  to treat organiza-
t i o n a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a s  a s e p a r a t e  i s s u e  of a n a l y s i s .  An impor tant  ex- 5 

cept ion i s  Verba and N i e  who g ive  s p e c i a l  t rea tment  t o  c i v i c  involvement 
and "comunal is  ts". f 

I
-Race/ethnici ty Orum found .that lower c l a s s  blacks p a r t i c i p a t e  

more i n  voluntary a s s o c i a t i o n s  than lower c l a s s  whi tes  while t h e  r e v e r s e  i s  . 
Itrue f o r  middle and upper c l a s s  groups. He argues t h a t  the "over-par t ic i -  

pat ion" of lower c l a s s  blacks i s  a r a t i c n a l  response t o  the d e n i a l  of op- I 
p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  achieving s t a t u e s ,  p r e s t i g e ,  and power i n  t h e  l a r g e r  world.  
They compensate by pursuing them i n  t h e i r  own a s s o c i a t i o n s ,  Olsen g e n e r a l l y  
agrees  with Orum but  puts more weight on e t h n i c  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  as an ex- i 

?. 

plana t ion  of higher p a r t i c i p a t i o n  by lower income blacks .  B lacks  with h i g h  
e t h n i c  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  show high l e v e l s  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  vo lun ta ry  as- I
soc ia t ions .  Olsen reasons such b lacks  f e e l  themselves p a r t  of a n  e t h n i c  i 
community and sub jec t  t o . i t s  norms. I f  the norns stress community a c t i v i s m ,  
they w i l l  p a r t i c i p a t e  more i n  l o c a l  o rgan iza t ions .  F 

-Age The f indings  h e r e  a r e  c o n t r a d i c t o r y  bu t  tehd t o  i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  very young a d u l t s  and t h e  elderly p a r t i c i p a t e  l e s s  than t h o s e  i n  be-
tween. (jancwi t z  and Kasarda, WcCour t )  



-Length of residence The f ind ings  he re  a r e  con t rad ic to ry .  
(Cornelius, Gans, Janowitz and Kasarda, OrbelJ. and Uno) 

I 

2. Resource 

- p o l i t i c a l  competence (Bloomberg) 

- a v a i l a b i l i t y  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  

-no job outs ide  home (app l i es  to women) (McCourt) 

-no k ids  a t  home (app l i es  t o  women) (McCourt) 

-basic s u r v i v a l  a c t i v i t i e s  not: all-consuming (e,g. t i m e  a t  
work; work exhaustion;  travel-to-work time; g a i n i n g  ser-
vices; e tc . )  (Landsberger) 

-deprivation not  s o  severe  a s  t o  prevent  p a r t i c i p a t i o n :  
i.e. low degree of o b j e c t i v e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  (e.g. n o t  enough 
funds to t r a v e l  t o  meetings) (Barton, Kramer) 

-existence of some needs which c a n ' t  be f u l f i l l f e d  i n  the  
family,  on t h e  block: i.e. l a c k  of s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  
(Gans, Sennett ) 

-high m a t e r i a l  stakes i n  neighborhood (e.g. homeowner-
sh ip )  (Austin, Mollenkop f )  

-inadequate f i n a n c i a l  resources t o  move away i n  f a c e  of 
problems (Orbel l  and Uno) 

- i n v u l n e r a b i l i t y  t o  sanc t ions  a g a i n s t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

-independent as opposed t o  dependent sources  of in-
come (e.g., welfare, p u b l i c  housing) (Bloomberg) 

-employer who does not  forbid/discourage c o l l e c t i v e  
p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  (Austin)  . 

-network t i e s  which p r o t e c t  a g a i n s t  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  to 
sanc t ions  e.g., ties t o  lawyer, policeman, well-placed 
insider) (Austin) 

3. Psychological (Cognitive, Evaluat ive ,  and Af fec t ive )  

I) Or ien ta t ions  towards the  neighborhood 

-sees problems/external  t h r e a t ;  is d i s c o n t e n t  w f t h / u ~ s e t  
over them (Cornelius)  

-perceives shared d i s c o n t e n t  in neighborhood over  l o c a l  ' 
problems (Bloomberg, Cornel ius)  



-des i res  t o  c o r r e c t  problem, remove t h r e a t ,  improve neigh-
borhood (Bloomberg, tfcCour t )  

-perceives genera l  d e s i r e  i n  neighborhood f o r  c o r r e c t i n g  
problem, removing t h r e a t ,  improving neighborhood C 

-psychological i n t e g r a t i o n  i n t o  neighborhood: s t r o n g  emo- 
t i o n a l  attachment t o / i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  wi th  neighborhood 
(Austin, Cornelius,  McCourt, Roland Warren) fi 

-perceives s o l i d a r i t y  among r e s i d e n t s  (Cornelf us) 

-disposed t o  conform t o  c o m u n l t y  norms (Cornelius)  

F?
& 

- intends t o  s t a y  i n  neighborhood 
Orbel l  and Uno) 

(Cornelius,  McCourt, 

-high es t ima te  of neighborhood r e s i d e n t s '  
group (Bloomberg) 

potency as a 

-high c o l l e c t i v e  o r i e n t a t i o n  t o  a c t i o n  (Cornelius)  

-high degree of 
Cornelius)  

civic-mindedness (Verba and N i e ,  

-high t r u s t  of o t h e r s  (Gans, Cornel ius)  

-high percept ion of neighborhood l eadersh ip  s t x u c t u r e  
(Cornelius) 

-pos i t ive  eva lua t ion  of cornun i ty  neighborhood leader-
s h i p  performance (Cornelius)  

11) Orien ta t ions  towards the  l a r g e r  p o l i t i c a l  system 

-personal p o l i t i c a l  efficacy 
Verba and Nie) 

(Bloomberg, McCourt , 

-civic-mindedness (Cornelius, Verba and Nie) 

- a l i ena t ion  (Bloomberg, Creeriberg) 

-heightened class-consciousness (McCourt) 

-heightened p o l i t i c a l  awareness and anger (IfcCourt) 
estrangement from t r a d i t i o n a l  urban p o l i t i c a l  in-
s t i t u t i o n s  (Fa ins te in  and F a i n s t e i n )  
genera l  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  government ( S u t t l e s )  

B. Relat ional  Var iables  

-High o v e r a l l  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n  neighborhood (Cornel ius)  (Orbe l l  
.and Uno found, i n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h a t  "voice" was assoc ia ted  w i t h  low so-
c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n )  



-Extensive neighborhood-oriented ties (Mollenkopf, Austin) (Many 

local ties may be strong, increasing one's attachment to the lo- 

cality, but some should be weak bridging ties, institutional af- 

filiations, for example. Otherwise one's network will nor be exten.sive 
- b 

abut small and perhaps cliquish.) 


-close friends in the neighborhood (Cornelius, McCourt) 


-close relatives in the neighborhood (Cornelius) (McCourt 

found that in-laws living nearby was a constraint on a 

woman's participation.) 


-frequent dircussion of neighborhood problems with other 

residents (Cornelius) 


-Some weak, bridging extra-local ties (enough to enhance one's 
sense of personal political efficacy but not so many one lacks 
an attachment to/interest in the neighborhood) (Wellman and 
Craven, Fischer, Granovetrer) 

-lack of constraints from family member (husband in case of woman) 
(McCourt) 

-network ties which protect one from sanctions associated with 

collective action (Austin) 


-being contacted by an organizer or acquaintence to join: so- 

licited membership (Freedman, Gans, McCourt, Sills) 


I1 Characteristics of Collectivities** 


**Most of the individual level characteristics may be treated as neighbor-

hood characteristics if they characterize a large proportion of residents. 

Most of the individual level characteristics have not been transposed into 

aggregate level attributes and listed below, however. 


A. The Neighborhood Organization 


-inclusive as opposed to exclusive membership recruitment (D. Warren, 
Zald and Ash) 

-devotes substantial organizational resources to membership recruitment 


-low degree of factionalism (Zald and Ash) 


-multi-purposed as opposed to single-purposed in its instrumental aims 

(Zald) 


-goals,which are redistributive rather than service-oriented (Austin, 

~anecko) 


-goals whose implementation require large membership 




-goa l s  which a r e  viewed by r e s i d e n t s  a s ' r e l e v a n t  t o  p r e s s i n g  neighbor- 

hood needs : relevancy # 
 I 

4. 

-many as opposed t o  few incen t ives  a v a i l a b l e  t o  a t t r a c t  and r e t a i n  
members 
 f> 
-high a v a i l a b l i l i t y  of incen t ives  t o  overcome "the p u b l i c  goods di1em.a" k 

-decision-making power ves ted  i n  membership r a t h e r  than l eadersh ip  o l i -  I 
garthy i 

-a p o s i t i v e  repu ta t ion  f o r  success fu l  demand-making: image of e f f e c t i v e n e s s  * 

- c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  nor i n  c o n f l i c t  wi th  o rgan iza t ion ' s  maintenance nee& 

B. The Neighborhood 

1. I n  General  

1) Absolute v a r i a b l e s  

-exis tence  as a service area (Cornelius,  S u t t l e s ,  Barsky, R. Warren, 
Taub) 

- f a c i l i t i e s  and s e r v i c e s  which a r e  u s e d ' i n  comrcon by residents 

(Cornelius) 


- service  depr iva t ion  and o t h e r  problems, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  form of ex-

t e r n a l  t h r e a t s  which can on ly /bes t  be solved through c o l l e c t i v e  ac-  

t i o n  (Cornelius,  Gans, Kollenkopf) 


-but not  s o  many problems o r  so  d i f f i c u l t  t o  so lve  t h a t  ac t ion  

i s  discouraged (Orbel l  and Uno, Coleman)' 


- d i s t i n c t  neighborhood boundaries which mark o f f  a r e a  for r e s i d e n t s  

(Austin, Cornelius,  S u t t l e s )  


-physical  f a c i l i t i e s  and communication organs which may be used 

f o r  organizat ion-building (Gans) 


-physical layout  which f a c i l i t a t e s  inte~raction/communication (Austin)  

-convenient l o c a t i o n  ( t o  work, s e r v i c e s ,  f a c i l i t i e s )  (Cornelius)  

-a camunity normative system favorab le  t o  c o l l e c t i v e  p q i i t i c a l  ac- 

t i on  (Cornelius,  Barton) 




11) R e l a t i o n a l  v a r i a b l e s  

-homogeneous in '  r e l a t i o n  t o  r eg iona l  o r  , p a t i o n a l  d i v i s i o n s  of  power 
(Til ly)  o 

- i s o l a t i o n  from o t h e r  sources/agents  of  p o l i t i c a l  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  (Corne l ius )  
. -

-lack of a l t e r n a t i v e  bases  f o r  p o l i t i c a l  mobi l i za t ion  (Cornelius)  

-being comparatively b e t t e r  off, i n  terms of l i v i n g  c o n d i t i o n s ,  s o  
t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  c a n ' t  improve t h e i r  s i t u a t i o n  by moving e lsewhere  
(Orbe l l  and Uno) 

-"boundedness" : s e l f - s u f f i c i e n c y  , s e l f  -containment, autonomy (R. Warren, 
Verba and Nie) 

111) Aggregate ( add i t ive ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n a l  o r  r e l a t i o n a l - p a t t e r n )  v a r i a b l e s  

- s u b s t a n t i a l  material s t a k e s  held by r e s i d e n t s  (Austin, lfollenkopf) 

- con t ro l  over land is v a l u a b l e  and u n c e r t a i n  ( T i l l y )  --

-some r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  b u t  n o t  t o o  much (Cornelius)  

-p reva i l ing  va lues / ideo log ies  suppor t  c o l l e c t i v e  demand-making , co-
o p e r a t i v e  a c t i v i t y ,  j o i n t  se l f -he lp  and ,d i scourage  e l i t i s t ,  indi-
v i d u a l i s t ,  and blaming t h e  victim sen t imen t s  (Cornelius,  Barton, A u s t i n )  

-enough homogeneity on p o l i t i c a l  v a l u e s  t o  prevent  immediate c o n f l i c t  
dur ing  e f f o r t s  t o  s t a r t  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i v i t y  (Gans) 

-enough dissensus  on p o l i t i c a l  va lues  s o  t h a t  people must interact i n  
o rde r  t o  r e so lve  them (Gans) 

-somewhat heterogeneous s o c i a l  composition ( implied by D. Warren) (Cor-
n e l i u s  suggests  socio-economic homogeneity i s  important f o r  encouraging 
psychological  i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  wi th  a n  a r e a  and a c o o p e r a t i v e  s p i r i t .  
S u t t l e s  d i sagrees ,  f e e l i n g  homogeneity is n o t  a  necessary  cond i t ion  f o r  
community organiz ing. )  
(Gans notes  t h a t  i n  a heterogeneous neighborhood minor i ty  groups must 
organize thenselves i n  o r d e r  t o  prevent  i s o l a t i o n  from others) 

-small populat ion s i z e  (Cornelius)  

-high density (Cornelius)  

-high aggregate l e v e l  of civic-mindedness (Cornelius)  

-high aggregate d i s p o s i t i o n  t o  conform t o  neighborhood norms (Cornelius)  



-high aggregate perception of e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t  t o  neighborhood (Cornel ius)  
* 

-high aggregate adherence t o  s e l f - h e l p / c o l l e c t i v i s t  o r i e n t a t i o n  

(Cornelius ) 


2. Local s o c i a l  sys  tern-networks 

' - the "mixed neighborhood" (Characterized by e x t e n s i v e  networks with some 

neighborhood o r i e n t a t i o n  and including l o c a l  s t r o n g  ties, 1oca l .b r idg- 
 f 
i n g  ties, and ex t ra - loca l  b r idg ing  t i e s )  

f 
-informal communications system (Freedman) 

- t ie-generat ing i n s t i t u t i o n s  (e.g. church) which s e r v e  a s  b r i d g e s  and com- fmunications channels bu t  d o n ' t  exclude non-members (Austin, Granovester  i.
by impl ica t ion)  

- t ie-generat ing i n s t i t u t i o n s  o r  i n s t i t u t i o n s  wi th  s t r o n g  h o r i z o n t a l  -1ties who share  l o c a l i t y  interests with  r e s i d e n t s  (R. Warren, Cans) 

-strong informal i n t e g r a t i o n  ( inc reases  pe r sona l  c o n t a c t s  and eases 

communication (Barton) 


3. Local p o l i t i c a l  system ( the  p o l i t i c a l  oppor tun i ty  s t r u c t u r e )  
. 

I) i e a d e r s  

-some people who want t o  be  l e a d e r s  (Gans) 

-some people with p r i o r  l e a d e r s h i p  exper ience  (Gans) I 
-a s u f f i c i e n t  number of l e a d e r s  with s u b s t a n t i a l  fo l lowings  (Mollenkopf) 

f 
-independent resource  bases  f o r  l e a d e r s  ( i . e .  n o t  t i e d  t o  vested i n t e r e s t s ;  

resources not  cont ingent  on r e s t r i c t i n g  c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  abandon-
ing broadly supported goa l s )  (Nollenkopf) 

I 
-leaders who a r e  o r i en ted  towasds/advocare c o l l e c t i v e  v s  personal  g o a l s  t 

and c o l l e c t i v e  v s  i n d i v i d u a l  a c t i o n  (Mollenkop f, Cornel ius)  

-leaders wi th  genera l  i n t e r e s t  i n  wide range of neighborhood problems I 
as opposed t o  spec ia l i zed  i n t e r e s t  i n  one problem ( F a i n s t e i n  and Fain- 
s t e i n )  I

t
11) Retwork of neighborhood o rgan iza t ions  

-organizations which provide o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  col-
l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  I 



-high organizational density (the greater the ~r~anizational 
density, 

the greater the opportunities for coaJiticn or competition, the 

greater the likelihood the entire neighbrohood wiLl be drawn in, and 

the more likely there will be cross pressures at the sub-neighborhood 

level which catapault controversy to the'level of the whole neigh- 

borhood) (Coleman) 


-organizations which are already partially mobilized, powerful, and 

protected from repression (Tilly) 


-a tradition of collective action (Cornelius) 

C. The Larger .Political System 


-government programs/policies requiring (or creating conditions for) resi-

dent participation (e.g. Model Cities, OEO programs) (Alford and Fried- 

land, Austin, Suttles, Taub) 


-recognition by political authorities that locality is an important con-

text of social organization consistent with democratic procedures (Austin) 


-government responses to locality denands/needs which are inadequate, in- 
different, or punitive (Corcelius) 
government which overlooks some needs but takes corrective steps in re-
sponse to collective action 
inadequate resources for high level of govepunent services to neighbor-
hood but some unallocated funds so soxe response to demands for local 
improvements is possible (Austin) 
(Responses which regularly anticipated all needs/demands or which pro- 
vide no benefits discourage resident participation.) (Alford and Fried-
land, Austin, Gans, Cornelius) . 

-urban political power which is somewhat dispersed rather than highly con- 
centrated or very dispersed. (In t h e  concentrated case, the mayor, in- 
tent on preserving a strong party organizarion - which' provides him with 
important power resources - is hostile to independent neighborhood or- 
ganizations; in the very dispersed case, the mayor is hostile to inde-
pendent neighborhood organizations since they may further weaken his al- 
ready diluted administrative powers; in the somewhat dispersed case, the 
mayor, elected over the party organization's opposition, is friendly to 
independent neighborhood organizations, who may provide him with an al- 
ternative organizational basis for electoral support.) Peterson, Greene-
stone and Peterson) . 

-a variant of above is single party dominance of local governnent but 
fragmented by internal rivalries (Austin) 

-political authorities with control over vital resources who are directly 
accountable to the neighborhood rather than to a larger region or 
bureaucracy and who are accessible to its residents (Cans) ..-. . -

--_ . . 



-some s o c i a l  con t ro l / r epress ion  bur nor too  much: a l i t t l e  s p u r s  p a r t i c i -
pation b u t  a l o t  s t i f l e s  it (the r e l a t i o n s h i p  is c u r v i l i n e a r )  
(Ti l ly ,  Aust in ,  almost any work on s o c i a l  atovements) 

- r iva l s  w i t h  competing claims who have less i n f l u e n c e  with p o l i t i c a l  
a u t h o r i t i e s  

D. OTHER 

- s o c i e t i e s  i n  which the  c o s t  of communication rises rap id ly  as a func t ion  
of d i s t a n c e  ( T i l l y )  

I11 ~ h & a c t e r i s t i c s  of I s sues  
**,,

.%." 
I s s u e s  which: 

-are e x t e r n a l  t h r e a t s  t o  the  neighborhood ( S u t t l e s ,  Cornelius)  

- a f fec t  peoples ' l i v e s  as r e s i d e n t s  (Coleman, Mollenkopf ) 

-a f fec t  t h e  l o c a l i t y  s p e c i f i c a l l y  (have a l o c a l i t y  locus)  a s  opposed t o  
being more d i f f u s e  and non- t e r r i t o r i a l  i n  impact. (Austin) 

-have c l e a r l y  perceivable  and unambiguous consequences (Gans) 

-have c l e a r l y  perceivable t a r g e t s / a n t a g o n i s t s  

- require  c o l l e c t i v e  a s  opposed t o  i n d i v i d u a l  responses (Mollenkopf, 
Cornelius)  

-do not  r e q u i r e  f o r / a s  t h e i r  s o l u t i o n  t h e  replacement of an tagon i s t s  (Gamson) 

-are sudden (non-gradual) i n  t h e i r  impact (Barton, Mollenkopf) 

-axe s o c i a l l y  random o r  i n c l u s i v e  i n  t h e i r  impact (Barton) 

-are not so devas ta t ing  i n  their impact o r  so r e s i s t e n t  t o  s o l u t i o n  t h a t  
c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  i s  impossible,  discouraged (Barton, Coleman, Orbell 
and Uno) 

-involve low c o s t s  and/or h igh b e n e f i t s  ( F a i n s t e i n  and ~ a i n s t e i n )  

-generate l o c a l  claims t h a t  a r e  u n c e r t a i n  of  be ing honored ( ~ i l l y )  

-are recognized a s  concerns over  which r e s i d e n t s  have a r i g h t  o r  p l a u s i b l e  
claim t o  inf luence  

-which touch on more than one aspec t  of r e s i d e n t s '  t i e s  wi th  each o t h e r  
(e.g. discr iminat ion a g a i n s t  an e t h n i c a l l y  homogeneous neighborhood) 

* 
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