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ABSTRACT

This paper describes changes in administrative attitudes towards
group types between 13975 and 1986 and identifies behavioral, structural
and demographic factors which might account for "agency penetration,® or
. the degree to which (1) group types influence agercies; (&) agencies are

dependent upon group types for supporti; and (3) group types are
represented on oversight or advisory boards in agencies. The
preliminary results indicate that busiress, civic groups, and political
parties have mairtained high levels of influence. Neighborhood groups
have increased their influence significantly since 1375, Groups which
are newer to the urban political envirorment (e.g., envircrmental
groups, women’s groups) are less influercial than clder, more
established groups. OGroups which are perceived to be "eommunity—
regardivng” rather than "self-regarding," and stylistically conventional,
rather than militant, have alsc achieved greater agency peretraticn.




The Municipal Group Universe:

Changes in Agency FPenetration by Pelitical Groups, 1975-1386

The urban politinai arena has experienced a variety of significant
pressures during the past decade. Among the most noteworthy is the
financial stress on their goverhﬁents in the face of increasing demards
for improved and expanded public services. A decline in revenue from
- state and federal sources, the imposition of state tax limitation laws,
and decline in the property tax base in many cities, all have lead to a
situation where more groups are competing for limited rescurces. Far
example, busirness interests seek to expand the reverue base through
public policies geared toward erharncing economic and population growth.
At the same time, reighborhood, social service, and minority groups seek
limited city funds for programs of a more redistributive nature. Thus,
cities have been characterized as having a hyperpluralistic enviraonment,
where access to municipal agerncies and administrative decisiornmaking is
at a premium (Yates, 19773 Stone, Whelan, and Murin, 1986: 134~175).
While the hyperpluralistic model is clear about the increasing
representativeness of the group system —— as there are a greater number
and diversity of interests active in the group struggle —— the model
provides little insight into the distribution of acecess and influence
among active groups. Group participation deoes not necessarily translate
into group influence. Consequektly, we need to understand better which
kKinds of groups are increasing arnd decreasing in influernce and the
factors asscciated with such changes.

Although groups continue to play major roles in local elections and
the resoiution of community issues by elected officials, what is most

noteworthy about the hyperpluralistic envirorment is the degree to which




groups have become involved in policy implamentation and service
delivery at the agency level. Thus, there is a’particularly‘acute need
to understand changes in gfoup inéeraction with local administrative
agencies.

To analyze relationships between vérious types of political groups
and urban administrative agencies in a period of fiscal stress, this
paper focus on "agercy penetration® in the urban political envirorment.
'Qgency penetration by groups consists of three components: (1) the
degree of influerice which groups exert upon agerncies, (2) the degree to
which agercies rely on groups for support or the withholding of
opposition in their jurisdictions, (3) and fhe presence of
representatives of groups on advisory or oversight hoards of local
agencies. Agency penetration by various Yoroup types“l is investigated
using a research design that is similar to another study conducted in
1975 in which local administrators were surveyed to discover factors
affecting group representation in local agercies (Schumaker and
Billeaux, 1378). The concern of this study is to describe charges in
influence of various types of groups within local governmental agercies
and to determine if the factors which explained variations in influence
in 1975 are similar to or different from those which explain variatiors
at present.

Our analysis is divided into three sections. The first section
describes the degree of agency peretration by various types of groups
according to three measures. In addition, the rankings of influernce by
group types in the 13986 survey are compared with a similar ranking from
‘the 1875 survey. Irnn addition to reakamining nine g?oup types
inyestigated in the 1375 survey, four "new" Qroup types are examined in

the 1986 survey. Women's groups, environmental groups, gay and lesbian
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groubs, and ideclegical non—-party groups (pérticularly on the right side
of the political spectrum) have heightened their mobilization at the
local level - sometimes because of organizatioral concerns (e.g., the
Moral Majority’s emphasis on state and Idcal organization), sometimes
because of emerging issues (e.g., housing and employment discrimination
against gays and lesbians), and sometimes simply because new

" opportunities for access (or loss of old avenues of access) have
occurred (e.g., the deemphasized role of environmental policy under the
Reagan administration, the development of womern's organizations
attempting to pass the Equal Rights Rmerdment at the state level). Ore
question which we will address is whether these rewer groups have
penetrated urban agencies as externsively as older, more established
groups, such as business, civie, laber, and reighborhood orpanizations.

In this study we alsc examirne the kinds of factors which enharce
ar reduce group influence. The second part of cur analysis addresses
some of these factors, focusing on a variety of styructural, behavioral
and demographic characteristics. In light of the theories of the
political economy of groups (Olson, 1963; Sali;buﬂy, 13693 Bredemeier,
19785 Moe, 13803), these factors may explain why some groups contirue to
. be prominent iw the mﬁnicipal group universe, while others have declirned
in influence.

Finally, a rnumber of variables relating to thg characteristics of
the responding agencies, the form of urban goverrment, and fiscal stress
ére related to the three components of agency penetration. This aspect
af tﬁe study is included to avoid the fallacious assumption that the
success or failure of group types in axefting influence is solely a

function of group characterstics. RAgency facilitation of group access




énd participation, whether through local reform or through mandates
accompanying state or federal fﬁnding, is posited to have some positive
relaﬁionship to agerncy penetration. The form of goverrment in cities
has long been identified as affecting citizen access and equality
(Lineberry and Fowler, 1967; Northrup and Dutton, 1973). Likewise, he
debt accumulated by cities has been suggested as a cause of differences
in access and participaticn (Clark and Ferguson, 1983; Fainstein, et
ai., 1983).

In short, this study can be considered an initial attempt to
describe changes in the municipal group universe during the past decade

and to identify factors that account for these changes.

THE STUDY
In January of 1986, a survey was sent to seven agencies in sach of

seven urban cbservatory cities and the 51 cities of the Permarent
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Community Sample (Schumaker and Billeaux, 19783 Clark, 1379). The
agencies surveyed were iderntical to those surveyed in 1975 in order to
provide a comparable basis for examining changes betweer 1975 and 1986.
The survey instrument consists of three parts measuring (1) variocus
characteristics regarding the 13 group types; (2) the persormel and
funding of the agercies; and (3) the existence and nature of community
oversight and advisory bcecards for each agency.3 In all, 32 questions
were included in the survey (see apperdix). The types of agencies
surveyed were: housing, public health, air pollution contral,
redevelopment, sccial welfare, public schools, and police. Where a
function was handled by a special or norn-municipal jurisdiction, these
were also contacted.

In addition to the four "new" groups already mertiorned, the same




group types examined in the 1?75 survey were also included on the 1986
survey: civice groups, business, parties, unions4,'professiona1
organizations, white ethnic, civil rights, neighborhocd, and varicus
service delivery groups.

“Qgency pernetration” is the depeﬁdent variable in this study. The
degree of agency penetration by groups was determined by a series of
’questiona which asked administrators to assess the subsfantiva
representation and influence of varicus group types in terms aof (1)
influence orn agency decisions, (25 the necessity of their support for
implementing administrative programs, and (3) their representation in
the agencies! advisory or oversight boards.

The question about the amount of support or opposition each group
type receives‘frcm»ﬁhe other group types and actors in the community
(10 in the questiormaire in the appendix) was combined with the
question about the political influence of each group type (Q13) to
create INFLINDX, an index of group influence. Agerncy dependerncy on
variocus group types, DEPENDX, was an index created from the guestion
about the importance of group types in the implementation of policies by
agencies (Qii) and the guestion about the likelihood that implementation
would be successful if opposed by group types (Q12). Q22 provided our
measure of group representation on agency advisory or oversight boards.

Various indices for the independent variables were also
constructed. An organizational stability index, STABILX, was created by
combining gquestions about the longevity and breadth of purpose of group
types (Q15) and the degree of organization (Q16) of each group type.

The cohesion index, COHESX, reflects the sum of responses tc questions
about group types voting as blocs in local elections (G5 and the degree

of unity concerning group geals (Q&). An index of group size, SIZEINDX,
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was computed by combining scores for questions about the nuééer af
participants in group types (R17) and the riumber of group participants
contacting the agencies during the preceding year (Q18). RAspects of
group style were also measured using questions about the political
orientation (leftist oriertation - Q20), and the frequency of militant
action of group types (Q21).

In addition, questions were asked about the minority (Q4) and
female (Q3) compositions of groups.

To determine whether the structure of agercies affected graup
peretration, the second part of the survey measured varicus aspects of
agencies: whether agency perscorrmel were unicorized, thg sourcaes of
funding for agencies (implying how discretionary agencies could be
towards group types) methods of selecting agency executives, and the
existence of an agency ocmbudsman (indicating the existence of additicnal
points of access to an agercy). This part of the survey was constructed
to determine whether certain types of agencies, bécause of their
professiconalization and/or structure, exhibit ?iaa against some groups.

The third part of the survey sought to determine the number of
access points in an agency. Questions determine the existernce of
submunicipal brarches and neighborhood or city-wide advisory or
oversight boards.

The advantage of surveying a cross section of local agencies lies
in circumventing two problems faced in research on group power in a
palitical ernvirorment: the lack of equivalence in "preferences" faor
variocus policy outputs and the inequality in importance of pqiicy
outputs. Therefore, such a survey measures general administrative

attitudes rather tharn situatiornal attitudes in given policy areas (see




Lyon and Bonjean, 13981).

RESULTS
(R) Charnges in Agency Penetration by Variocus Types of GBroups.
Table | provides summary statistics concerning the perceptions of agency
officials regarding the extent to which various types of groups have
pernetrated their agencies. Before turning to a discussion of specific
types of groups, two general observations are in order. First, group
influence appears to be increasing. With the excepﬁion of unions, the

overall change in influence of variocus group types is in the direction

S
of more influence, despite the fact that most agency officials see
&
groups as "getters” rather thanm "givers'. This is, of course,

consistent with widely-accepted perspectives on increasing
hyperpluralism within American cities and with overall depictions of
past-reform politics. Second, the perceptions of agercy officials
regarding changes in group influence are generally consistent with
changes in their perception of group influence between 1975 and 1986,
thus suggesting the reliability of the measurement instruments.
Neighborhood groups had the highest aggregate scores for increasing
influence (Ql4). This is conmsistent with our other findings showing
that neighborhood groups were the seventh most influential type of group
in 1975, but the third most influential type of group by 1986.
Professional groups, which ranked third behind civic and busiress
groups in 19735, experiehced a decline in influerce relative to other
group types, evern though such groups are perceived by agency officials
as more influential in 1986 thar in 13975. Civic groups also experienced
a relative decline in agency peretration, thocugh they too are attributed

more influence row than in 1975. Business groups experienced the second




largest increase in influerce, gnd had fha highest aggregate scores for
the influence index (INFLINDX) and agency board PEDPESEﬂtatiO; (Q22).

Political parties, which were ranked fourth in agercy
representation in 1973, experienced modest incoreases in influence in the
13986 data. UWhile ranking high on INFLINDX, parties were ranked low an
the index of agerncy dependericy (DEFENDX) arnd agewcy‘beard representation
(QE2), where they were seventh and eight in rank, respectively.

Ethnic and civil rights groups, were tied with a rarking of third
concerning their increase in influence. These groups had overall
rankings of eighth and tenth in influerce in 1975 and experiewvced only
small changes in 1986 in their influence rankings. Agency officials may
perceive such groups as more influential because of their higher
rankings orn agency dependerncy and agency board representaticor.

Service delivery groups, demand-—oriented by definition, ranked anly
above unions in their change in influernce, while maintaining a rarking
of sixth in influence {(they were alsc sixth in 1373), third on
dependency, and fifth on agerncy bcocard representation.

The “new" groups have all experienced increases in influerce, with
environmental groups showing the largest increase. However, in all
measures of agercy peretration, these group types, particularly gay and

lesbian groups and ideclogical groups, fared poorly. The highest ranking

by any of these groups in any of the three measures of agency

penetration was achieved by women’s groups in agency board
‘representation, with a ranking of severth. Gay and Lesbian groups fared
poorest among all groups orn all measures of agency penetration.

In summary, the rise in power of neighborhood groups seems most
rnoteworthy. Perhaps due to the increased sophistication and activity

among grassroats groups of all sorts (Boyte, 1380) and the emphasis on
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community development during the sixties and seventies, neigﬁborhaod
groubs now rank highly on each measwre of agency penetration. Also
noteworthy, however, is the continuing and indeed increasing power of
business groups. If neighborhood groups have emerged to better
represent grassroot interests, business groups have not retreated.
Rather our data suggest business groups have reasserted their dominarce
“irn the municipal group universe.

(B} Group Characteristics and Agency Penetration. In 1975, group
representation in urban agencies was more affected by behavioral and
demographic characteristics of groups rather tharn by structural
characterstics of groups (Schumaker and Billeaux, 1978). In particular,
predominantly black groups and groups making zero-sum demands and
adopting more militant styles were found to be less influential than
- other groups.

To determine whether behavioral characteristics of groups were
still more important than structural characteristics of groups (i.e.,
their permanercy, cohesion and size), the 1973 analysis was replicated
with a few modifications. First, three dependént variables were
employed — INFLINDX, DEPENDX and B2z {(agerncy board representation) -
rather than a single measure of representation. Differentiating among
these three dimensions of agency penetration seems important because
these dimensions may not be equally affected by various group
characteristics. For example, the existence of review boards is often
mandated through federal and state legislation attendant to funding from
thoée sources. The composition of these boards may be most dependent an
pelicymaker attempts to coopt various iﬁterests and provide "symbolic®

participation (Brownring, Marshall and Tabb, 1984) and thus independent




Aof-group characteristics asscciated with influence.

Slight medifications were also made in some of the measures and
indices used in the 1975 study. For example, the questicrns used to
create indices of organizational stability and community regardingress
of demands are slightly different in the 1975 ard 1986 surveys. One
additional measure was included in the 1386 study; gender compasition of
-group type was estimated in order to determive the importarnce of gerder
cleavéges irn laocal pokiticav(aelb and Gittell, 1986).

Table 2 presents pearsonian correlations amd beta-weights derivad
from stepwise regressions between structural, behavioral and demncgraphic
group characteristics, and measures of agercy penetraticon.

Overall, structural characteristics explained more variatiorn in the
three measures of agercy penetration tharn did either béhavioral w3
demcgraphic characteristics. In corntrast to the 1975 results,
organizaticonal stability is positively and strongly related to various
aspects of groups’ agency penetration. Perception of group militarcy
became a weaker explanatory factor in 1986. As expected, more militant
groups appeared to have less agency peretratiorn. The strongest
relationship involving militancy was with the index of influerce
(r=.19), and this relationship disappeared in the multivariate arnalysis
for 1986. Levels of activity seems to be the behavioral variable most
affecting various measures of agercy peretration in 1986.

In Table 3, "old" and "new" groups from the 1986 survey are
separated, and the relationships among group characteristics and agercy
penetration explored, again using a stepwise regression procedure.
Certain patterns emerge. In terms of structural characteristics,
organizational stability appears to be the most important facteor in

determining variation in levels of agency peretration by bath clder and
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newer groups. In five of the six equations presented, organizational
stability is a statistically significant variable, and the highest
ranking beta-weight in three of the equations. Oroup size is a key
factor in rew group influernce, and important to older groups in terms of
agency deperndency. But the perceived cohesiveress of a group seems
largely urrelated to group penetration, and, in terms of rewer groups,
“appears ta actually retard influence.

Among behavioral characteristics, level of activity is an important
variable in four of the six equaticons, being strongly related to both
old and new group agency penetration. It is the second rarnking beta-
weight for both rewer and older groups in predicting variation in agency
dependency.

The demcgraphic composition of groups may affect agerncy penetration
.as well, particularly for rnewer groups. Note the difference in impact
upor variation in agency pernetration between our minority composition (a
measure of race arnd enthicity) arnd female composition variables. A
higher proportion of ethnie minority composition appears to actually
hurt older groups in terms of influernce. But héving a higher praportion
of womer among the membership appears to help both newer and older
groups in terms of influence, and newer groups in terms of review board
representation.

In general, the findirngs in Table 3 tend to confirm the
conventional wisdom about agency banetration. Organizational stability
is crucial, and a constant level of group activity pays dividends in
terms of group impact upon the implementation process.

(C) Bureaucratic Characteristics, City Characteristics, and Agency

Penetration. The findings in Table 4 suggest that agency
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‘characteristics and city characteristics have little impact on agency
penetration. The strorngest relationships exist between the presence of
submunicipal branches (Q29) - as opposed to an agency having one central
office or point of acéess - and agericy dependewncy (r=.21). The preserce
of advisory boards appears not to be related to either influence or
agency dependency. However, appcointive boards —-— as opposed to

. voluntary boards —— are negatively related to agency dependerncy. Type
of municipal goverrment (reformed or urreformed) appears not to affect
agency pernetration by groups.

Overall, apency characteristiecs and city characteristics, which are
at best weakly related to apgericy penetration, seem to indicate that
structure and administrative culture are less cbstructive of influence
and participation tharn other indeperndent variables such as group

‘ demography and behavior and, especially, organizational structure.

DISCUSSION

In the decade since the last survey measuring administrative
representation of groups, previously underrepresented groups have become
members, in some cases dominant members, of urban eletoral coalitions.
In the same periocd, newvgroups have erntered the group universe
interacting with municipal agercies. Formerly nonexistent groups have
mobilized, uninfluential groups have increased their influevce, and
influential groups, undercut by changes, have soametimes lost influence
- at least relative to cther groups.

Nevertheless, as measured by indices of influerce, agency
deperndency, and represerntation on agercy review boards, clder, more
stable, groups have beer found to have greater agency pernetration than

newer groups. This conclusion reverses the most gereral finding from
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the 1975 survey. Behavioral characteristics seem less illuminating as
explanatory factors in agency penetration than the longevity of groups.
The clder, more institutiornalized groups, perhaps with established
linkages or political clout, have reasserted their dominance —-— with
neighborhoad groups riow becoming an established part of the municipal
group universe. The rnew groups with less orgamizational stability are
attributed positive influence but at lower levels than more established
interests. Rescrting to unconventional behavior does not seem to
erhance their ability to pernetrate lcocal agencies.

Thig analysis perhaps raises as many qugstians as it answers. Cur
preliminary findings are suggestive of the reed for more complete data
abaut the influence of varicus types of groups in municipal agencies.
We have measured agency percepticns of group penatwatioﬁ - 1ot the
actual influence of groups, and not group perceptions of their
influence. Moreover, our analysis is presented at the most gereral
level. For example, we do rot compare varicus types of agercies (sccial
service agerncies vs. redevelopment agencies) to determine where various
types of groups are influential. Civic groups might only penetrate a
small number or agerncies, but they might be very influential with those
agencies with whom they regularly interact. Hence the aggregated
results presented may underestimate their influernce when they
choose to become irvalved in policy implementation.

It is clear that there are more groups in the municipal group
universe than previcusly. However, recognizing increased group actively

tells us little about group influence. RAgency perceptions of group

influence offer encouragement to thoase who guestion the unchanging
nature of group access at the lacal level. Neighborhood groups seem to

have become more influential. And even newer groups are perceived as
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somewhat influencial. If ernvironmental groups, women'®s groups, and gay
graups increase their influence during the coming decade —— as did
neighborhood groups during. the past decade —— hopes for a geruinely

pluralistic municipal group universe may be more fully realized.
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NOTES

"Broup types" are utilized rather than specific groups sharing
similar demographics or purposes in different enviromments, since it is
assumed that group types in different cifies do rnot possess the exact
same organi;ational, purpasive or other charécteristics.

® The survey yielded a response rate of just above 20%, with 15
-sarveys returned as undeliverable. The majority oF‘the undeliverable
surveys were addressed to Model Cities agercies which had closed sirnce
the 1975 survey. It should be rnoted that demographic data on agency
officials and surveys addressed to groups themselves would abvicusly
provide a more complete portrait of the behavioral factors which account
for levels of agericy pernetration.

? Data corncerning the degree of fiscal stréss collected in 1976
{(Clark, Ferguson and Shapirgo, 1379) and form of government were
collected separately and merged with SUrvey responses.

4
Only public sector uriorns were included in the 1975 sUrvey.

® We used a five-point scale to measure change in influence; with
"1" signifying less influence, "S" signifying more influence, and "3¢
sigrnifying rco change iﬁ influerce.

® Our analysis of 09 resulted in a mean "negative” contribution
score of .28, where "1" gignifies groups "give more than they get; "5°

signifies groups “get more than they give" and "3% signifies a balarce

between giving and getting.
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TABLE 1§

BROUP TYPES RANKED BY VARIOUS MEASURES OF INFLUENCE AND AGENCY PENETRATION

Change in . BOARD
Representation, 1975 %  Influemce, 1986  INFLINDX, 1986 DEPENDX, 1386 ‘REPRESENTATION

014 210 + @13 g1 + Q12 g2
Business 2 ‘ 2 {3.62) 1 {7.91) 2 (6.77) 1 {1.09)
Civie i 6 {3.39) 4 (7.00) 4 {6,35) 3 {1.15)
PArtieé 4 10 {3.22) 3 (7.10) 7 16,17 8 {1.43)
Unions Sb 13 (2.68) 7 {6.41) 8 (5.88) 741,39
Professional 3 i1 (3.19) 3 {6.70) 9 {5.82) 2 (118
Ethnic 8 3 {3.39 9 (6.13) 6 {6.23) 4 {1.18)
Civil Rights 10 ‘ 3 (3.39) 8 6.17) 5 6.25) 6 (1.26)
Neighborhood 7 1 3.7 2 {7.30) 1 (7.3 2 (L.14)
Service Delivery 5/6 12 {3.14) 6 (B.46) 3 (6.64) S (.22}
Environmental 5 3.3 10 {6.00) 10 {5.64) 9 {1.49
Homen 7 {3.30 1 {5.%) 11 {5.21) 7 {1.38)
Bay/Leshian g (3.2 13 {3.63) 13 (4.23) - LTR)
Ideological 8 (3.28) 12 (4.52) ‘ 12 4,.52) 10 {1.57

{a) Schumaker and Billeaux, 1978,
(b} Applies for public sector unions only in the 1975 data.




TARLE 2

RELATIONS BETWEEN VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF GROUPS AND THEIR LEVELS OF AGENCY PENETRATION

Group : Agency Review Board
Represertation, 1975 Influence, 1986 Dependency, 1985 Representation, 1986
{INFLINDX) (DEPENDX)
r B _ r B r B r B
STRUCTURAL CHARACTERISTICS
~Organizational Stability
*STABILX" .21t 09 .38 . 33* L7 217 .29 .20
" ~Cohesion *COHESK® 06 =03 =41r =07 .01 . 007 03 09
-Size “*SIZEINDX® , - 04 - A 13 45 .21 284 A1
BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS
~Activity (@1) -10 -.06 23 140 .38 o .30 20
~Community-Regardingness of
Demands  “DEMANX® -l .13 U | A5 .05 .09 .06
-Style “STYLEX" T RS ¥ — - - -~ - -
~Militancy {(G21) — —_ - 19 - -1~ - 004 =09 .008
-Leftwardness (320) — - -7 =13 - 13 - - 13 .03
DEMOCRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
- -Minority Composition (G3) -3 =12 40 -.003 )t 003 Jd2r 0 =02
—Female Composition (B4) - - 43 . 140 07 03 16" .13t
-5E8 Composition 200 -,02 — v - — — -
~£thnic Composition .06 .04 - - - - - -
RZ= .30 .25 A7

* - indicates a significance of .01 or betier,




TABLE 3

RELATIONS BETWEEN VARIOUS CHARACTERISTICS OF GROUPS AND THEIR LEVELS OF
ABENCY PENETRATION: A COMPARISON OF "OLD" AND *NEW* GROUPS

Review Board
Broup Influence, 1986 Agency Dependency Representation, 1985
(INLFLINDX) {DEPENDX) {eR)
old new old new old new
B B B B B B
STRUCTURAL CHARRCTERISTICS
~Organizational Stability "STABILX® 31 A3 .12 39 .09 28
. ~Lohesion "COHESX" 04 - 28" .08 -.15 .09 .09
-BIZE °SIZEINDX* .04 .26 .25 .04 43 -
BEHAVIORAL CHARACTERISTICS
-Activity (@) .14 .04 L3 .23 . 167 .18
~Comaunity-Regardingness of Demands “DEMANDX* .15% .0t .2 =03 A7 .03
~Militancy (G21) .07 <04 .03 -.07 .01 00
~Leftwardness (820) - 13" .06 .06 - 14 - 14 .01
DEMOCRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS
~Minority Composition (G3) - 13 .02 -~ 04 - 11 - 10 41
~Female Composition (04) 14 .28 .07 .02 .08 22
R = .24 .28 .2 A5 .15 .19

* ~ indicates a significance of .0f or better,
Test statistics are beta-weights.




TRBLE 4

SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE URBAN POLITICAL ENVIRONMENT
AND THEIR RELATIONSHIP YO AGENCY PENETRATION

Review Board
Group Influence Agency Dependency Represertation
CINFLINDY) {DEPENDX) (@2)
r B r B r B
figency Characteristics
~Personnel with professional degrees ((23) .01 - 11 -— A2 -
~Personnel union affiliation (G24) .03 - 0t - - 14" -
~Personnel rative to jurisdiction {(E25) S § S - 12t - - 05 -
“Primary source of funding (G26) 00 e -13* - .06 -—
“Means of selecting executive personnel (027) -.04 — -03 - - -
Onbudsman (G28) - 06 - -y - .10 -
~Sub-municipal branches (Q29) 07 .09 - el & 00 ~08
~Advisory/oversight boards {(830) 00 - 04 — .00 -
~Heans of selecting board mesbers (B31) .04 -~ 03 =1%o 14" 00 07
Form of Bovernment (X4) 0.08 ~-,06 - -03 - - 08
Fiscal Stress .00 .09 »10 08 A3 -1

* - indicates a significance of ,0! or better
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1.

Agency-Cltlzen Contact Questionnalxe
PART X
the following scale for queations 1 and 2t

never

rarely {one or twice a year)
once a month

moxe than once a wmonth
almost dafly

Estimate the frequency with which you or others in your agency are

contacted by

KA. buslness-oriented groups (chambers of commerce, businessmens’

assoclatlons;

B, civic groups (League of Women Voters, mervice clubs)

C. political pacties

D. labor unionms

E. professional organizations (bar associatlon, etc.)

F. ethnic groups {non-black or hispanic)

G. civil rights groups {NAACP, Urban League, etc,) .

H. nelghborhood groups

I. city service groups (transit, health, housing, education)

J. environmental

X. women's political groups

L. gay and leshian political groups

Y. ideclogical, non-party groups (Moral Majorlity, ACLU, etc.)

N, other ( ) . ]

2. How frequently does your agency contact the follovwing groups?

A. business-oriented groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens®

associations;

B. clvic groups (League of Women Voters, mervice clubs) e

C. polltical parties

D. labor untons

E. profesaslonal organizatlons (bar association, etc.)

F. ethnlc groups (non-black or hispanic)

8. civil rights groups {NAACP, Urban League, etc.)

H. nelghborhood groups

I. city service groups {transit, health, housing, educatlion) —

J. environmental

K. women's political groups

L. gay and lesblan political groups

u. -mmcuow—non. non-party groups (Moral Majority, ACLY, ete.) ___
« other ]

W ———— o1t 4 "~y s 7+ .~ —

Use the following acale to answer question 3:

- 0-5%

- 6-20%
21-50%
- 51-75%
- 76-100%

UY et B
]

3. Estimate the percentage of black or hispanic membership in each o

the following groups

A. business-oriented groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens'
a#ssoclatlons;
B. civlc groups {League of Women Voters, serxvice clubs)
€. political partles
D. labor unions
B. professlonal organizatlons (bar assoclation, etc.)
F. ethnic groups (non~black or hispanic)
G. civll right= groups {NAACP, Urban League, ste.)
H. neighborhood groups
I. clty service groups {transit, health, housing, education) __
J. environmental

K. women's politlical groups
L. gay and leabian politlcal groups
M. tdeologlecal, non-party groups {Morsl Majority, ACLU, etc.)
N. other { }

P

e

Use the following acale to answer guestion 4:

-~ 0~5%

- §-20%

21-50%

- 51-~75%

- 76-100%

Estimate the percentage of women who are members of the following
groups: :

U N
3

A. businesa-oriented groups (chambers af commerce, businessmans'
assoclations;
B, clvic groups {(League of Women Votexs, service clubs)
C. polltical partlies ___

D. labor unions

E. professlonal organizatlions {bar amsociation, etc.)

P. ethnlc groups {(non-black or hispanic) .

G. civil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, ste.)
R. neighborhood groups
1. city service groups (transit, health, housing, educatlon} _____
J. environmental

K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesbtan political groups
M. nmnouoannzu. non-party groups (Moral Majority, ACLU, etc.)

N. other ( )




Use the following scale to answer Questlon 5:

- never
~ rarely
occasionally
- frequently

-~ always

W 2 ag
3

5. To what extent would you say that the membera of each of the
folloving groups vote as a aingle bloc in municipal elections?

A. business-orlented groups {(chambers of commerce, businessmens®
associatlons;
B. civic groups (League of Women Voters, service clubs)
. political partles
D. labor unions
E. professional organizations (bar assoclation, etc.)
F. ethnic groups {non-black or hlspanic)
G. civil rights groups {BAACP, Urban League, eotc.)
K. nelghborhood groups
I. city service groups {transit, health, housing, educatlon} e—
J. environmental
K. women's polftical groups
L. gay and lesbian political groups
u. -Mmowow_nmus non-party groups (Maral Majority, ACLU, ete.)
. other ) )

—————

———

Use the following scale to answer questlon 6:

= the group is Naually divided regarding basic goals
- the group is fxeguently divided regarding group goals

Mmo group ”u divided about half the time regarding group goals
= the 2 enly occasionally divided

group concerning group goals

- the group is almost nevex divided concernling group goals

6. On the basis of your communications fxom various group spokesmen,
how would yau charactexize sach qroup In terms of itw unity?

W ) A
]

A. business-oriented groups {(chamberm of comnperce, businessmens'
assoclatlons;
B. civic groups {League of Women Voters, service clubs)
C. palitical parties
D. labor unions

E. professional organizations {(bar assoclation, etc.)
F. ethnic groups {non-black or hispantc)
G. clivil rights groups {NAACP, Urban League, etc.}
H. netlghborhood Qroups
I. city service groups {transit, health, housing, education)
J. environmental

K. women’s political groups
L. gay and lesbian polltical groups

M. ldeclogical, non-part Toups {(Moral Majorit .
N, otnorod ’ party group o ) ajority, ACLU, etc.) —

—————

——

————

O ey ——

Use the followlng scale to anawer question 7:

1 - the group seeks goals that bepeflt only 1t members

2 - the group seeks goals that benefit only its members and those
J - the group seeks goals that penefit mostly 1{s members, those
xrhw;pwB»wmh;pbhmhmmwn;mnn:hbnn»h»bunsh:uruunmhik»wurn»mn»hpbhhl

4 the group seeks goals that benefit its members and others in Lhe
kelationshlp to the group
5 - the group seeks goals that Rripaxlly benefit pexnops who ars net

menbers

T. Whilch of the following best describes the nature of the goals of
each group?

A. business-oriented groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens®
assoclations;
B, civic groups (League of Women Voters, service clubs)

C. political pacties
D. labor unions

EB. professional organizatlons {bar association, etc.}

F. ethnic groups (non-black or hispanic)
G. civil righta groups {NAACP, Urban Leagque, ete.)
H. neighborhood groups
I. city service groups (transit, health, housing, education) _
J. environmental
K. women's polltical groups
L. g9ay and lesblan political groups

M. ideological, non-party groups {Moral Majorlty, ACLU, atc.)

N. other { )

Use the following scale for guestion 8:

1 - the group seeks goals which would have few, if anv, cogts, for

others

2 - the group seeks goals which would have minor gosts for others

3 - the group seeks goals which would have relatively modexate costm
for othezs .
4 ~ the group seeks goals which would have maigr costs for others in
the community

5 - the group seeks goals which would have unreasonable gonts for

others in the community

8. Which of the following best describes the extent to which the
goals of each group would burden the community, 1f Iimplemented?

A. business-orlented groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens®
assoclations;
B. clvic groups (League of Women Voters, service clubs) e——
C. political partles
D. labor unlons
E. professional organizations (bar assoclation, etc.) __
P. sthnlc groups {(non-black or hispanic}
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G. clvil rlghts groups [NAACP, Urban League, etc.)
H. nelghborhood groupa
I. clity service groups (tramsit, health, housing, education)
J. eavironmental
K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesbian political groups
M. tdeological, non-party groups (Moral Majority, ACLU, etc.} ___
N. other ¢ |

Use the following scale to answer question 9

1 - the group puts much more into the community than 1t gets out of
it

2 znnza group puts ggmewhak more into the community than 1t gets out
of 1t

3 - the problems the group poses in the communlty balance out its '
contributions

4 - the group puts 1in somewhal. less than it gets out of the
community

5 - the group puts in gych less than it gets out of the community

9. In your judgement, which of the following statements best the !
describes the contribution of each group and its leaders to the
community?

A. businesa-oriented groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens®
assoclattions;
B. ctvic groups {League of Women Voters, service clubs)
C. political parties
D. labor unions

E, profesalonal organizations {bar association, etc.)
F. ethnlc groups (non-black or hispanlic)
G. clvil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, ete.)
H. nelghborhood groups
L. city service groups {transit, health, housing, education)
J. envizonmental

K. women's polltical groups )
L. gay and lesblan polltical groups

:.haoo~oaunu~.=o=1mmnn< onocvu*xonouxmuon—n&~rnrc-onn.v
N. other { . . H

.
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Use the followlng scales to answer question 10:

- it receives much more opposition than support

~ It receives somewhat more oppoesition than support

It recelves an sven amount of opposition and suppoxt
- it recelves somewhat more support than opposition

~ it receives much more support than epposition

e W
H

18. About how much support or opposition for its goals does each of

the followlng groups receive from other Important groups ox political
actors in your community?

A, business-oriented groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens®
associatlions; i

B. civic groups (League of Women Voters, maxvice clubs)
C. political parties
D. labor unlons

E. professional organiiations (bar association, etc.)
F. ethnlc groups (non-black or hlspanic)
G. civil rights groups {NAACP, Urban League, etc.)
H. nelghborhood groups
I. city sexvice groups (transit, health, housing, educatlon)
J. environmental _

K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups
H. 1deologlcal, non-party groups (Moral Majority, ACLU, etc.)
N. other {( . }

Use the following scale to anmwer guestion 11:

- not at all ilwmportant .

~ occasionally Influential (once In a while)

siightly Important (considered in all relevant declisions)
~ uyauvally lmportant

~ always lmportant

L TR SR
t

11. About how important 1s the support of the following groups te
your aqency in implementing its policles?

A, business-oriented groups {chambers of commarce, businessmans’
assoclatlons;
B. civic groups (League of Women Voters, service clubs)

C. politlcal partlens
D. laber unjons

E. professional organlzatlions (bar association, ete.)
F. ethnic groups {non-black or hlspanlic} .

G. civil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, etc.)
H. nelghborhood qroups
I. city sexvice groups {translt, health, housing, education) _____
J. environmental
K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups

M. ldeological, non-party groups (Moral Majority, ACLU, etc.}

N. other { o s )

Use the following mcale to answer gueation 12

~ very unlikely

~ somewhat unlikely

llkely about half of the time
- rather likely

~ very likely

TV W N
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uw. About how likely s 1t that your agency could successfully
implement ita policles 1f opposed by the following groups?

A. business-oriented awa:uu {chambers of comeerce, businessmans'
associatlions;
B. civic groups (League of Women Voters, service clubs)




C. polltical parties 4
. labor unions
E. professional organlzations (bar ssmoclation, etc.}
F. ethnlc groups (non-black or hispanlc)
G. clivil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, etc.}
H. nelghborhood gxoups
1. city service groups (transit, health, housing, education)
J. environmental

K. wvomen's politlcal groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups
M. ldeological, non-party groups (Woral Majority, ACLU, etc.)
N. other ( . )

Use the following ancale to answer question 13:

1 - has almost no Influence

2 - has little lnfluence

3 - has some Influence in certaln situations (in coordination with
other groups, etc.)

4 - has a lot of Influence

5 - one of the most influential groups in the communlity

13. In your judgement, how influentlal at present 1s each of the
£ollowing groups in the polltica of your community?

A. business-orlented groups (chambers of commerce, businessmens'
assoclations; -
B. civic groups {League of Women Voters, ssrvice clubs)
C. political parties
D. labor unions

E. professional organlzations (bar assoctation, etc.)
F. ethnlc groups (non-black or hispanic}
G. civil rights groups (NAACP, Uzban League, stc.)
H. nelghborhood gtoups
1. clty service groups {tranait, healith, housing, education)
J. environmental
K. women's political groups
L. gay snd lesblan political groups
M. ideological, non-party groups {Moral Hajority, ACLU, ate.)
N. other ¢{ )

L —

Use the following scale to answer questlon 14:

- this group has become much more influential

~ this group has become somewhat more influential

this group has not changed significantly in Influence
this group has become somewhat less influential

- thls group has become much less influential

+
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14. In your judgement, which of the following statements best
Muunn”enw how the influence of each group has changes in the past
years

A. business-oxriented groups {chambers of comperce, businessmens®
asaoclations; q

B. civic groups (League of Women Voters, mervice clubs)
C. political parties
P. labor vnlona

E. professional organizations (bar assoclatlion, etc.)
F. ethnic groups (non-black or himpanic)
G. civil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, atc.)
H. nelghborhood groups

I. clty service groupa {translt, health, housing, education)
J. environmental

K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesblan palitical groups
M. idecloglcal, non-party groups {(Moxal Majority, ACLU, etec.)
H. other ( . )

————

Use the following scals to answer question 15:

- temporary or permanent, no ldentlflable issus or purpose
- temporary, lssue-specific
temporary, gensral purposa
- permanent, Issue-speclfic
-~ permanent, general purposa

B A N
i

15. How would you characterize the stability and bresdth of purpose of
each of the following types of groups?

A. business-oxlented groups (chambers of commarce, businessmens'
assoclations;
B. civic groups {League of Women Voters, service clubs)
C. political parties
D. labor unions
E. professlonal organizatlons {bar association, etec.) _____
F. ethnlc groups (non-black or hispanic)
G. clvil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, etc.)
H. neighborhood groups
1. city service groups (transit, health, housing, education)
J. environmental
K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups
M. 1deologlcal, non-party groups (Moral Majority, ACLU, etc.)

N. other { )

Use the fcllowing zcale to snswer question 16:

1 - very poorly organized
2 - poorly organized

3 -~ falrly organized

4 - well organized

5 - very well organized

16. In general, how well organlzed are the tollowing types of groups
in your community?

A. business-oriented groups (chambers of commerce, businessmans®
assoclations;
8. clvic groups (League of Women Voters, service clubs)




C. political parties t

D. labor unions

E. professional oxganlizations (bar assoclation, ete.}

F. ethnic groups {non-black or hispanic)
G. clvil rights groups {NAACP, Urban League, etc.)
H. nefghborheood groups
L. city service groups (trxanait, health, housing, education)
J. envizonmental

K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups
M. ldeologlcal, non-party groups {Moral Majorfty, ACLU, etc.) —
N. other ( )

Use the followlng scale to answer gquestion 17;

- 25 or less

-~ 26 to 100

101 te 560

- 501 to 1000

- more than 1000

UL -t A
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17. Estimate the number of clitlzens in youx community who are
particlpants In the followlng groupa:

A. business-orisnted groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens?
associations;
B. clvic groups (League of Women Voters, service cluba)
C. political parties
D. labor unfons
E, proiessional organlzations (bar assoclation, etc.}
F. ethnic groups {non-black or hispanic)
G. clvil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, etc,)
H. nelghborhood groups
1. city service groups (transit, health, housing, education)
J, environmental

K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups
M. wmmouom_nau~ non-party groups {Moral Majority, ACLU, stc.) E——
N, other » }

Use the following scale to answer qQuestion 18:

~ 5 or less

- 6 to 10

11 to 25

- 26 to 50

~ more than 51

S NS
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18. Estimate the number of members of the following types of groups
which have made contact with your agency in the past year:

A. businesa-orlented groups (chambers of commerce, buslinessmans’
assoclationa;
B. civic groups {League of Women Voters, sexvice clubs)
C. political partles i

————

D. lsbor unlons

E. professlional organizations (bar assoclatlon, etc.)
F. ethnic groups {non-black or hispanic)
G. civil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, etc.)
K. nelghborhood groups
I. city service groups {transit, health, housing, education)
J. environmental )

K. women's political groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups
H. ideological, non-party groups {Mora) Najority, ACLU, etc.)

H. other { ) )

Use the following scale to answer question 19:

1 ~ of no consequence wvhatsosver
2 - of 1ittle consequencs

3 - occasionally of consequence

4 - usually of consequence

5 ~ almost always consequentlal

19. How consequantisl are contacte betwesn members of the followlng
types of groups and your agancy, i.e. do they amount to changes in
policy or ssrvice?

A. buslness-oriented groups {chambers of commerce, businessmens®

associfations; '
B. clvic groups {League of Women Voters, service clubs)

C. political partlea
D. labor unions
€. professional organizations (bar associatlon, etc.)
F. ethnic groups (non-black ox hispanic)
G. clvil rights groups (NAACP, Urban League, ete,)
H. nelghborhood groups
I. clty service groups (transi%, health, housing, education)

J. environmental .
K. women'a political qroups
L. gay and lesblan political gzoups
M. 1deological, non-party groups {Moral
N, other { )

Majoxlty, ACLU, ete.)
} .

Use the following scale to answer question 20:

~ very conservative

~ moderately conservative
moderately liberal

~ extremely liberal

- radical

Ut iy 0 A
i

20, In general, how would you classify the philosophy of each of the
following types of groups:

A. business-oriented groups (chambers of comperce, businessmens®
associatlons;
B. civic groups (League of Women Voters, service clubs) ———
C. political parties




D. labor unlons

E. professional organizatlons (bar assoclatien, etc.)
F..ethnic groups {non-black or hispanic)
G. clvil rights groups {NAACP, Urban Leagque, etc.)
H. nelghborhood groups
1. clty service groups {transit, health, housing, education)
J. environmental

K. women's pollitical groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups

M. i{deological, non~party groups (Moral Hajority, ACLYU, etc.}

N. other ( ]

.

Use the following scale to answer questlon 21:

~ never
-~ very rarely
occasionally
~ regularly

- frequently

L R
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21. How often do the followling types of groups engage lpn milltant
action (e.g. threats of violence agalnst persons or property,
baycotts, slit-ins, plcketing} in support of thelr goals?

A. business-orlented groups {chambers of commerce, buslnessmens'
assoclatlons;
B. civic groups {League of Women Voters, service clubs)
C. pollitical parties
D. labor unfons

E. professional organizations (bar assoclatlon, etc.)
F. ethnlic groups (non-black ox hispanlce)
G. civil rights groupa {(NAACP, Urban League, etc,)
H. neighborhood groups .
1. city service groups {transit, health, housing, education)
J. environmental

K. women's political groups _
L. gay and lesblan political groups
M. ideologlical, non~party groups (Moral Majority, ACLY, etc.) ___
N. other ¢ )

PART I1I

22, About what percentage of all persons in your agency hold
professional academic degrees?

. 0-10%
11-25%
26-500
S1-75%

76-100%

23. Are the staff members in your agency afflillated with a labox
union?

yes no

24. About what percentage of all persons in your agency are native to
the community in which your agency is located?

— G-10N

11-25%
26-50%
51-75%
76-100%

25. What percentages of reavenue used by your agency come from the
following governments:

munlcipal government
county government
state government

federal government

the agency is largely lndependent of any other juriadictions,
with some revenue-ralsing power of its own.

26. Are sxecutives and/or heads of agency selected by elected
officials {e.g. mayors, county executives) or through civil service
examination?

wnn Dy elected officlals

through examination

——

2. Does your agency contaln an offlce or an individual to handle
public complaints and inquiries tull time?

yes no

PART IIX

28. Does your agency have branches in sub-municipal districts
{neighborhoods, dlstricts, etc.)?

yes no

vttt



29. Do pelahborhood or Jdistrict boards exist where citizens advise or No.

review matters under your jurlisdiction?

I would like to recelve a copy of the survey results,

yes no .
NAME
30. Do gitv-wide boards exist where citlzens advise or review matters
under your juzlsdiction? ADDRESS
yes no
31. Are these boards voluntary or appointive? POSITION
voluntary appointive inappropriate

32. Do members of the following types of groups participate on such
advisory or review boards? (yes or no)

A. business-orlented groups {chambera of commerce, businssasmans‘
assoclations; .

B. rvivlc groups {(League of Women Voters, mervice clubs) I

€. political parties
D. laboxr unions
E. professlonal organizations (bar assoclation, eto.)
F. ethnlc groups (non-black or hispanic)
G. civll righta groups (NAACP, Urban League, etc.}
H. nelghborhood gqroupn
1. city sexvice groups {transit, health, houslng, education)
J. environmental

K. women’s political groups
L. gay and lesblan political groups
M. fdecloglcal, non-party groups {Morail Majority, ACLU, ete.}
N. other { ]

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE.



