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ABSTRACT

Amos Hawley's study, "Community Power and Urban Renewal Success",
is replicated, using all cities in the United States of 15,000 popula-
tion and over and urban renewal status as of the end of 1969, Hawley's
measure of the concentration of community powsr =-- the ratio of all mana-
gers, propristors, and officials to the total employed labor force == is
found to be consistently and significantly associated with the urban
renewal statuses, even with controls employed.

The control variables appeared to be highly associated with both
the MPO ratio and urban renewal status; and, Hawley®s study is extended
by employing these variables and others as indepsndent variables with
MPO ratio and urban renewal status as the dependent variables.,

v The nature of the association of MPO ratic and urban renewal
status with thess variables indicates, in the light of the findings of
cther ;studies, that Hawley probably misinterpreted the meaning of lower
MPO ratic. Reasons are given for interpreting lower MPO ratio as a mea-
sure of decentralized power structure, the opposite interpretation to
that given by Hawley. Urban renewal success, then, is interpreted as
associated with decentralized commmnity powsr structures.



COMMUNITY POWER AND URBAN RENEWAL: A REPLICATION



INTRODUCTION

A first question: How doss one measure comminity power structure;
especially'hqw does one measure the power structure of numerous commu~
nities for comparative purposes? A second question: What factors are
correlated highly with urban renewal participation and success? Amos
Hawley, in his study, "Community Power and Urban Renewal Success,"
addresseé himself to both questions. He argued from,a‘theoretical posi-~

"tion that the ratio of managers, proprietors, and offiéials to the.total
-employed labor force (hereafter reférred té as the MPO :?téfjfis a measure
~.of community power structure, The lower‘thexﬁPb'rétiﬁ; ihé ﬁo;é bentral-
iized.the power structure. He hypothesized that communities with more
~cantralized. power structures would be able to mobilize more successfully
for community action projects, He "tested" his presumption about MPO ratio
.measuring power concentration and his hypothesis about centralized commu-
nity power structure yielding better community action results by measuring
the association of MPO ratios and the urban renewal status of all cities
50,000 population and‘over in the United States, He found a significant
and consistent relationship between the two.§ariables. Thus Hawley has
presented: an attractive measurs of community power structure, apparently
useful for comparative purposes; a "tested" hypothesis abcut the relation~
ship of power structure and urban renewal endeavors, with the implication
that this relationship might be generalizable to other types of community

endeavors; and an answer to the question about factors related to urban

renewal participation and success.,



Hawiey's study, published in 1963, was & creative and unique
approach to the questions of community power structure and urban renewal
participation.

In a sense the study of community power structure had its start
and came into its cwn with the work of Floyd Hunter, Hunter's findings,
and espeecially his methodology, were enthusiastically accepted at first.l
In time, however, they were to set off a debate that for some years con=-
sumed the energies of writers and pro&ided a part of the motivation for
mumerous studies, |

Many scholars have found comminity power structures to be rela-
tively "elitist.," Usually using some form of the reputational approach,
they found influence-power to be concentrated in a relatively few per-
;50NS, whose interests weré cohesive, and who predominantly were of the

businses fields Examples are: Pellegrin and Coéte“ {1956), wuo concens
_trated on the influence of executives of absentee-owned corporations;
Fanelli (1956), who gave a typology of leadership and emphasized their
~dnaction; Agger (1956), who, nevértheless, took a point from Hunter and
. emphasized it more, that is, on different issues, one finds somewhat
‘different influentials; Barth and Abu Laban (1959); D. C. Miller (1955,
1958), who distinguished between key and top influentials, and found
American ccmmnity power structures more business domihaﬁed than English;
Vidich and Bensman (1958), whose methodological apprcach was similar to
the earlier work of Robert and Helen Lynd, presented a commmunity with
shared values where an elite dominated by reflecting and reinforcing

these values,

. 1566 the book reviews of Community Power Structure; London, 1955;
Mills, 1953; Strong, 1954 The lone dissenting reactionvat the time was

by Kaufman and Jones, 1954,



Then came the “pluralist" reaction. Many scholars became criti-
cal of the findings (or at leést their interpretations of thelfindings)
end the methodological approach of "the elitists." First, there were
articles of criticism that only pointed to what might be alternative
approaches.2 Then studies appeared that found community power structures
to be relatively "pluralistic." Usually making use of some form of the
decisicnwevént approach, they found that influence-power was more widely
dispersed, that the decision-makers were frem'différent fields and dif=-
ferent classes (where applicable to the study), thét the structures
change with issues and time, and that they were open to change of progran
and personnel. Examples are: Scoble (1956), who early found specialized
leadsyship; Schulze (1961), who, in contrast to Pellegrin and Coates,
found a "bification" of pdwer with executives of absentee-owned corpora=-
ﬁieﬂ@vrarely beceming invelved in controversial local issues; Danl (1961),
who found that New Haven had evolved from oligarchy toc pluralism in the
last 150 years, and presented evidence that today most groups have some
_power and that economic and status elites are not ﬁecassarily the "power
elites"; Burgess (1962) showed that Negroes could bs influential in com-
minity decision-making in é.southern city; Wildovsky (1964), studying
the smaller town of Obéiin, refined the techniques and considered more
issues than Dahl did in New Haven. |

Rossi, in 1960, reviewed the studies done and found four different
types of community power structure., He conceded that the types were
related to the methods of the researchers, but went on to say, " « « in
much larger part, the differences among reseachers are functions cof

‘reality®, representing major ways in which communities do in fact

2See Kzufman and Jones, 19543 Dahl, 1958.



differ" (Réssi, 1960:398), His thesis was that the differences are
functions of differences among commnities in their "political struec-
tures,.” HéweVer, Rossi was ahead of his time., Most writers concen-
trated on the biases and inadequacies of the methodological apprcaches
of their "opponents."

The journals are full with critiques of the reputational
approach. Xaufman and Jones (1954) early expressed their "amazement"
at the findings and turned to criticism of the method that uncovered
“"reputation" not power. Dahl (1958) held that the "ruling elite model"
assumes the existence of important characteristics of the community with-
out empirical backing, and offered a test of the theory (in effect, an
wevent«decision analysis). Polsby (19593, 1959b5; picked up Kaufman and
1uJ0nes"point aboﬁt reputation for powar'aﬁd not "real" power and argued
swthat the spproach desals with general powerAand neglects issue areas,
and that it presents a false idea of the unity of elite power. Wolfinger
+ (1960) gave the points made by others and added a few of his own, such
~as:. the use of "knowledgeables" in crder to reveal those with.reputation
assumes that appearance and reality are the same, the researchers and
respondents were using ambiguous terms; they were confusing status and
power, and finally, the method is just a matter of bias. Greer (1962)
called the approach a "documented myth" and held that the problem'0£
the metropolitan areas is not a business elite but the inability of any
and all elites to get needed decisions made.

There have been critiques also cf the event-decision approach,
Bachrach and Baratz (1962) accepted the criticisms of the elite model,

but pointed out that the event-decision approach did not recognize the

"two faces of power" (that power may be exercised in preventing issues

Ut



from arising) and that the approach had not'sufficienély established
criteria for judgihg the relative importance of issues. Anton (1963)
surveyed the major works in the field, and then critically examined the
assumptions about the nature of "community®* and “power" made by Dahl and
others, concluding with the Jjudgment that political science is not a
science at all, Burgess (1962) responded to Wolfinger's critique by
saying that Wolfinger operates with two doubtful p;émises: one, that
power in the commanity can or should be eéuated with political power; and,
two, that power will always vary from issue to issue, She offered that
in the light of her research both premises are very much open to question.

Hawley was aware of the debate. He referred to it and cited mem-
bers of each "side® in his footnotes. He offerea that both appreaches
discover that man;gerial'and proprietary personnel, with occasional
egceptions,; constitute the power figures (Héwiey, 1963:422), Perhaps
he is inaccurate in this assessment, particularly in regard to the
pluralists who were beginning to publish in volumes at that time., Also,
it may be that his assessment of.the findings of the other studies is an
irdication of where he stood in regard to the debate. (We will pursue
this further in the critique section of- the thesis) In any event,
Hawley's criticism of both approaches, b9th of which he characterizes
as being “social—psycﬁclogical",was that they are applicable only in a
case study; they offered no facility for quantitative and comparative
studies of the phenomenon (Hawley, 1953:422),

This is not completély accurate, Comparative studies, with
guantitative aspects, have been and are bsing done, using social-
psychological methods,

Peter Rossi (1957) issued an early call for comparative studies.



In that article he emphasized "“gaps" in research in the field. In a
iater article (1960) he cited the need for a conceptual scheme to aid
such studies,

There has been development in the comparative studies of commmu-
hity'power structure. This development somewhat corresponds with the
passing of years. Beginning in the late fifties there were studies by
one scholar comparing two or three studies of individual communities
which were reported by different researcﬁers (cne of whom perhaps was
the scholar doing the comparing). Examples are D, C. Miller (1955,
1958), M. Kent Jennings (1964), and Clelland and Form (1964).

Nbxi‘there were studies by one scholar or a iteam who, both
investigated and ccmpared two or more commnnitiés. Examples are:

Rhyne {1958), Agger and others (1964), Presthus (1964), and D'Antonio
and Fowswm (1965). Gamson {1356) investigate& and compared 18 comuunities
on 54 issues.

- Then there have been studies by one or more scholars who quanti-
tatively compared a relatively large number of studies which were con-
ducted by many different researchers, Examples here are: Walton (1.966a,
1966b); Gilbert (1968); and Clark and others (1968). Rogers (1962) very
early criticized this particular approach to the field., Polsby (1969)
‘recently reiterated this eriticism, arguing that because of differences
in the methodolegical approaches of the various studies the findings of
the comparative study are snspect.

The most recent work (which has the advantages of that which
precedes it and attempts to surmount its disadvantages) is the quanti-
tative study of large numbers of communities, collecting identical data,

using directly comparable methods, Clark gives a report of some of



these comparative studies in the last chapter of his book, Community

Structure and Deciéi@anakinq: Comparative Analysis, Conscious that

many studies of some scope were being undértaken and hopeful of deriving
comparable data,isame meetings weme-held of directors of projects, and
a Committee for Comparability in Community Research has been created, -
Tﬁe most impressive success growing out of the committee*s work has been
the coordination of three very large projects: the Internationsl
Studies of Values in Politics program, the National Opinion Research
Center's sﬁudies_based.on Permanent Community Sample, and a series of
studies conducted in five Mediterranean countries by the Pregramme
Meditarraneen of the Centre de Sociologie Eurcpeene, Qlark's latest
ﬁarﬁicie (1968) is an expression of this correlated community study.
gFiﬁ%ynone cities ranging in population size from 50,000 to 750,000 were
;stgé?ed concerning the relationship of community structural characteris-
2tic$ to decision-making patterns and to budget and urban renswal expendi-
Niurgée Directly comparable methods were used., A "ersatz decision-event
:metécd" was employed to identify decision-making patterns. Numerous
stréctural variables (such as, industrial activity, educational level,
economic diversification) were éﬁplcyed.

Nevertheless, Hawley®s guantitative and comparative study is
different. First, he took an exelusively systemic position. He began
with the noticn that power resides in the system and subsystems and not
in individuals., His was not a "sdcial-ﬁsychological" position. His
concern was not even secondarily with individual leaders and followers.
Second, consistent with his theoretical peosition, his methodology was
different, He used Census-type data exclusiveiy. He engaged in no
interview or questionnaire-type case studies, Third, his work was one

of the early studies to emphasize the importance of commnity structures,



Fourth,; his was one of the early studies to emphasize the “outputs" of
community power structures.

Other researchers have followed him in these pursuits. Crain and
Rosenthal (1967), taking a systemic position, studied the relationship
of community socio—econémic level to commmity action in eight issue
areas=-including wrban renewal programs, Socio-economic level was
measured by education and income, especially education, They wrote,
"The data strongly suggest that the community is a good deal more than
the sum of its parts" (Crain and Rosenthal, 1967:933). They were impressed
with the inability to predict group action from the generally known

relationships between individuals® characteristics and behavior. They

used Census-type data, information about comrunity decisions secured from
mailed questicnnaires, an& data from other studies. Yet, they were not
concernad with community structure, except for figures abuoul education

and income, Their emphasis was on the "outputs" of different socio=-economic
levels~~finding that the lowest and very highest s.e.s. conmunities had
centralized power structures with records of mobilization in commnity
programs,

Clair Gilbert (1968) in her extensive survey of other community
studies, was wvery much concerned with community structures and their
relationship to the structure of decision-making, Shé abstracted from
the studies she surveyed, and measured the correlation of seven clusters
of structural variables with the power structures presented in the studies,
However, she did not share Hawley's emphasis on. "outputs"; her concern
was with the shape of the power structure, conflict, and governmental
forms.

John Walton's (1966a, 1966b, 1968) approach and concerns have been



very similar to Gilbert's. His work has been that of surveys of studies
by other researchers. Yet, in his latest article he took a systemic
position, He theox;i.zed that commmnities have decentralized power struc-
tures or not according to the degree of their interdependence with the
"larger society." The more interdependence, the more decentralized the
power structure. ILike Gilbert and Hawley, he emphasized community struc-
-tures, In his recent theoretical work, he sought to interpret the |
meaning of the cluster of demographic and political variables found posi-
- tively associated with types of structure. Howevef, his concern has
been with structures and not the "outputs."

Paulson, Butler, and Pope (1969) made reference to Hawley and
intentionslly assumed his systemic position. They tsed Census=typs data
and information secured from questionnaires concefning »welfa.re prograus
in thegeounties <of North Carolina. They employed Hawley®s IMFO ratio
(though Limited to male MPO®s). They used numerocus factors of community
structure, both as control variables (like Hawley) and as independent
variables. The dependent variables were two measures of participation
in welfare programs and cne measure of participation in the poverty pro-
gram, They found that higher MPO ratios are positively associated with
participation in these programs.

Clark, whom we mentioned earlier, does not také an exclusive
systemic approach, He still seeks to uncover the power structure of
comrmmmities by the Vcase-study—-type, decision=event method. Further, he
conéludes his article by calling for more case studies to help clarify
his findingse. He used Census-~type data rather extensively, though not
as the measure ¢f power structure., In a sense he emphasized commmunity

structures more than did Hawley., He sought what community structures

10



are correlated with power structure and did not use the structures only
as control variables concernihg the relationship of an assumed measure .
of power structuge with urban renewgl status. He emphasized "outputs®,
but in a different way from Hawley. They are not used as a "test" of the
presumed neasure of power structure. He was the first to find that
"decentralized power structure" was positively ard significantly asso-
ciated with urban renewal and gemeral budgetary expenditures.
Alford and Aiken (1969) did not explicitly argue for a strict
systemic position; yet, their concept of mobilization and all of their
: operational variables are community actions and characteristics., As did
.Eawley, they used Census-type data exclusively, but as -a more indirect
wmeasure of‘community power structure, The purpose of their study was to
gsg?k "structural properties of cammunities lihked to their capacity to
>%Q@§ain Federal money Tor differsnt typse pngramsﬁ (Alford and Aiken, 1969:
2)e They emphasized community structures even more than Hawley--using
;i%?m.both as independent and control variables, They emphasized “outputs",
5U§Pan renewal participation was used as a "iest" of presumed measures of
power structure. Their interpretation of their data was that more numer-
ous centers of power with more numerous exchange relationships between
them characterize the commnities that are successful in urban renewal.
There are numerous books and articles about urban renewal,
"Urban renewal programs have been the most frequently studied aspect of
public policy making in American ecities in recent yearé" (Alford and Aiken,
1969:1), In the scholarly literature, the aspects studied have been
diverse, including whether a program reached different statuses in a
‘given city (Hawley, 1963; and Créin and Rosenthal, 1967), urban renewal

expenditures (Clark, 1968b), the nurber of years a city took to enter the



program (Straits, 1965; and Alford and Aiken, 1969). The factors related
to urkan renewal have been numerous, including commnity power structure
measured in numerous ways, the political ethos of the city (Wolfinger and
Field, 1968), and the ability of political leaders to elicit support
(Dahl, 1961). There have been case studies of the endeavors of varicus
communities (Kaplan, 1963; and Rossi and Dentler, 1961), and participant
cbservation studies of the response of and effect on the residents
involved (Gans, 1965). Rothenberg (1967) gi&es an economic evaluation
of ﬁrban renewal, especially the residential redevelopment aspect,
Greer (1965) offers an over-view of the system after extensive interviews
‘and study of documents, Willmann (1967) traces the origin, evaluation,
and present organization of the Department of Housing and Urban Develop=-
ment, Wilson's “Reader® (1966) has numerous articles addressed, some=
tires polemicalily, To the many faceted phencmenon of urban renewal.,

Still, Clark is accurate in his observation:

Until quite recently, neither theoretical nor

emplirical work on commnity decision-making has been

concerned with systematically relating decision-making

patterns to policy outputs (Clark, 1968:587),
This is especizily true when onellimits the comrmnity power structure
outputs to urban renewal experience,

Again, Hawley!s work was innovative and unique. Different aspects
of his study have been used by other researchers since 1963. His MPO
ratio measuré and his findings have been referred to in numerous works‘3

Hawley®s study holds great promise., Willis Hawley and Frederick

Wirt have written:

31n addition to the works cited in this section, see: Hawley and
Wirt, 1968:297; and Wilson, 1968:4,
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Amos Hawley's article is an almost unique example

of ¢« « . aggregate data analysis, which classifyy large

nunbers of cormmnities by variables that might affect

the structure of community power . . « Hawley skips

entirely the laborious study of the interperscnal

milieu of power and exXamines the structural commnity

characteristics and associated commmunity policies. If

this methodology could be validated generally, it would

open the way to analysis of a large number of cities

and to broadly applicable conclusions now impossible

because of the slow and difficulit process of constructing

case studies (Hawley and Wirt, 1968:297).

There has been one attempt at replication of Hawley's study,
Bruce Straits (1965) in the "Commentary and Debates” section of The
American Journal of Sociology argued that the observed correlation
between MPO ratio and urban renewal success may not be a matter of dif-
ferences in power structure but a matter of spurious correlations with
-other factors such as socio-economic status and age of a city., Using the
worksheets and IBM decks from Hawley and other researchers, he worked
with data on all 15,000 population and over cities fram the states that
shad legally appfoved the program by 1960, Three of the controls were
changed. Instead of measuring metropolitan status by a central‘city/
suburb dichotomy, the employment-residence ratio was used. The percen-
tage of families with income between $3,000 and $10,000 was substituted
for the median income variable, Eight categories of region were used
rather than the four in Hawley's study. Most importantly the operational
definition of the dependent variable was changed. This variable became
the number of years thal 2 community had been in the urban renewal pro-
gram since 1651,

The MPC ratio and the variables that Hawiey had used as controls
(with modification for three of them) were run as independent variables

egainst "urban renewal success." Straits found the simple correlation
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of MPO ratio with urban renewal success was =o21 (1965:81)s This is in
the direction that Hawley predicted. With all "control” variables held

constant simultaneously, the partial correlation of MPO ratio with urban

renewal success was =.07. Two of the variables--log city size and age of
housing==were found to bs better predictors of success than was the MPO
ratio, Straits felt that these statistical manipulations and others
indicated that MPO ratio may be spurious, and concluded with a call for

- more inquiry. '

Hawley was very critical in his response to the article, In addi-
tion to ecriticisms of other points, he said that Straits® dependent vari-~
~able was "more than slightly different from his" (Héwley, 1965:83). He

"ygbsarved that Straits was ambiguous by what he éeant by "being in the

wprogram.” It can mean: one, years since entering ths planning stage;

¥ .
.

wtwo, vears since entering the execution stage; or thrse, Fezars spent in
-either stage but terminated by withdrawal from participation., Further,
~*Hawley was critical of Straits' assumption that the variable could bs a
~eontinuous one--wondering how Straits® assigned his scale values, given
the differences in the cities and the nature of their participation.
Hawley concluded:
Mr, Straits seems to deal with the association of MPO ratio
with years speni in the program, whereas my problem was the
association of MPO ratioc with a measure of urban renewal.
successe The problems are different; the results, therefore,
are not comparable (Hawley, 1965:84),
Hawley said in effect that Straits® study was not a replication.
The thesis turns now to what hopefully is & more faithful attempt. Part I
is a presentation of my replication. In Chapter 1, Hawley's thought and
procedure are summarized. In Chapter 2, his gtudy is replicated where

possible,
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HAWLEY REPLICATED
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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM REVIEWED .

This chapter is a review of the theoretical position, the

hypotheses, and the procedures of Hawley's study.

Hawley's Theoretical Position

Power is defined by Hawley as "o « o the capacity to produce

~

results" (Hawley, 1963:423). It is assumed to be an attribute of a
soclal system and not a personal attribute,that distinguishes leaders
from foliowers. Hawley argued strongly for this starting point:

Perhzps enough has been said to indicate that power
is a product of a system having developed, that it
is lodged only in a system, and that it is most
appropriately treated, therefore, as a system pro-
perty. Whatever power an individual might appear
to possess is in effect attached to the office he
occupics in a system, He acquires power by attain-
ing to an office and he loses it when he is sepa-
rated from the office, But the acquiring and los=-
ing of power is illusory; the property belongs
rather with the office or, better still, to the
system in which the office is a spec1alized func-
tion (1963:423),

More specifically Hawley assumed that a community'may-be viewed
as a power system, with functional subsysiems of power:

As a system of relationships among functionally
differentiated units, the commnity constitutes a
mobilization of power « « « for dealing with the
environment, whether physical or sccial, Each
unit or subsystem-family, church, store, industry—-
is also an organization of power for the conduct of
a function. Both the system and its subsystems
tend to approximate a single organizational medel,

16
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Morsover, since the performance of its function by
any one part affects in greater or lesser degree
the conditions under which other parts carry out

- their functions, the parent system and each subsys-
tem is an arena in which a more or less continuous
interplay of influences occurs, Power, then, is
expressed in two ways: (1) as functional power--
that required to execute a function; and (2) as
derivative power--~that which spills over into ex-
ternal relationships and reguiates the interaction
between parts (1963:423).

The distribution of power in a comminity (derivative power),
according to this systemic position, is the result of the scale to which
a function has developed and, more importantly, is the result of the
position of a function in the system,

Those subsystems that are most instrumental in

relating the system to the environment doubtlessly

exert a greater derivative effect than do subsys-

tems one or more steps removed from the key posi-
tion (Hawley, 1963:423),

A cammunity normally exercised its power through established and
accepted channels, But when "crises" occur.for the whole or much of the
scomminity in unattended areas and/or non-routine issues, the established
-and accepted channels are "tested." The commnity may or may not be
effective in dealing with the exceptional circumstances. Hawley said
that

Whether or not it is effective would appear to be

contingent on the way in which the derivative power

is distributed in the system, Where it is highly

concentrated the community should be able to act as

a wnit in almost any emergency. On the other hand,

where power is widely distributed a commnity may

be able to act coherently only with great difficulty,

if at all, when confronted with a novel problem (1963:

The question then becomes, "“How is power distributed in a parti-
cwlar commmnity?" (In any given community, power concentration may be
in a small sector, or it may be distributed more or less throughout the

subsystems,) -In order to answer this qﬁestion about the distribution of



power, Hawley "infers" from his thought about the community being a power
system that power is exercised through the “managerial functions"™ of the
subsysfems of commnities. He wrote:

Proceeding from the notion that system power resides in

the subsystems or functional units of a community, we can

infer that it must be exercised through the managerial

functions of the subsystems., For it is those functions

that co~ordinate the systems and articulate the latter

with the larger system (1963:424),

Granted this, his line of reasoning becomes: discover the num-
ber of managerial positions relative to the total number of positions

or functions in a given commmnity and one will discover the degree of

its power concentration,

Hypotheses

Hawley has designea and executed a study that is consistent with
his theoretical positien, and which, he bslieves, makes convincing that
position. His hypothesis on a nominal level is: ", « o the greater the
concentration of power in a community the greater the probability of
_success in any collective action affecting the welfare of the whole"

(1963:42h), This hypothesis is conditional., He recognized that a con~

centration of power does not assure success in a community acticn. Various

factors, including concentration of power, might intervene to defeat a
- eollective project,

He operationalized his hypothesis by using the ratio of managers,
proprietors, and cfficials te the total employed labor force as his
neasure of the concentration of power, He wrote:

In the absence of data on ths number of managerial func~

tions, I shall use the number of managerial personnel,

that is, the number of people whe reported occupations

as manager, proprietor, or official in the Population

‘Census, to measure concentration of power, Personnel,
it should be stressed, is used only as a substitute for,

18



and as an index of, functions. Since the significance
of the number of functions varies with the number of -
21l other functions (i.e., the size of the employed
labor force), it should be expressed as a ratio to the
latter, Hence the lower the ratio of managers, proprie-
tors, and officials to the employed labor force, the
greater is the concentration of power (1.963:424).

Hawley further operationalized the hypothesis by using arrival
at the execution stage of the urban renewal program as his measure of
suceess in collective action., He pointed out that urban renewal has
a standard procedure to which all participating communities must submit.
Participation in the program inveolves passage through a series of stages,
differentiated by the extent to which ihe local community has conformed
te and fwlfilled given federal reguirements. The stages of the program
areiplanning; execution, and corpletion. Hawley wrote:

Arrival al the completioﬁ stage is unquestionably the

best measure of success. Unfortunately only eighteen

‘cities ¢ss had by the end of 1959 advanced so far eeee

The next best indication of success in urban renewal

is arrival at the execution stage., -At that stage a

city has completed its planning and has satisfied all ad=-

ministrative requirements for the receipt of a capital

grant . « ¢« o The eity is then either at the point of,

or has embarked upon, the acquisiticn of land, the reloca-

tion of current occupants, and clearing and improving

the land. At the end of 1659, ninety five cities with

populations of 50,000 or more (in 1950) had advanced to

the execution stage (1963:424-425),

For control purposes two other classes cf cities were used as the
second and third categories of his dependent variable., One class is com-
posed of cities that entered the program but then abandoned their efforts.,
They are called "dropouts". The other class is composed of all cities
(cities of the required size and located in states where urban renewal
was permitted by state law) which for one reason or another have not

attempted urban renewal at any time., They are called."neveroin-program“

cities, A sizeable group of cities that were in the planning stage of

19



participation in urban renewal were not included in Hawiey's study.
The operational hypothesis, then, is: MPO ratios are lowest
in urban renewal cities that have reached the execution stage and
highest in cities that have never attempted urban renewal., Dropout
cities are expected to occupy an intermediate position between the

other two classes (1963:425),

Procedure

The hypothesis was tested primarily in reference to incorporated
cities of 50,000 pOpulafion or more, The 1950 Census data available to
Hawley that allowed him, in the last part of the study, to make some
refinements in the MPO ratio were limited to these 50,000 population
plus cities.
o Nevertheless, as a preliﬁinary test of the representativensess
of cities of 50,000 population plus, their MPO ratios for each of the
Ahree urban renswal statuses were compared with the MPO ratios of cities
of 15,000-50,000 population, The series of ratios were found to be
CWUyvery similar', and in all cases conformed fo the hypothesis.

Hawley, then, concentrated on the 50,000 population plus cities,
The association of MPO ratiés with urban renewal status was measured by
a quintile distribution of cities according to MPO ratios by the three
urban renewal statuses, The MPO ratios were significantly lower in
cities that had reached the execution stage, The probability that the
association found was by chance was less than ,0L, ‘

He next employed ten further control variables: age of housing,
extent of dilapidation, planning budget size, metropolitan status (Cen=-

tral city or suburban city), form of government, typé of industry, size

20



of manufacturing plant, median income, educational level, and region;
The hypothesized association of the size of mean MPO ratics with urban
renswal status held true with each of the ten controls applied succes-
sively; though in nine out of twenty-three cases the dropout cities
failed to hold an intermediate position between execution stage and
never-in=-program cities,

Hawley next employed rank correlation analysis. He used
Kendall®s tau-c, to assess the closeness of the association of the size
of the MPO ratics with the urban renewal statuses,‘successively ap?lying
the ten control variables. He found a positive and significant associa-
tion under all controls with the exceptions of: mayor-council govern=-
ment, service industry, low educational level, and the northeast and
the west regicns.

e Observing that the classification of all managers, proprieiors,
and officials is quite heterogeneous, Hawley next distinguished between
the different industry classes of MPO's, He distinguished between and
treated as separaté classes, the'following groups: salaried manufac-
turing MPO's, self-employed manufacturing MPO's, retail and wholesale
trade MPO's, banking and finance MPO's, and public administration MPO's.
He employed rank correlation analysis, using Kendall's tau-c, to assess
the closeness of the association of the size of the MPé ratios with the
urban renewal statuses, by the different industry classes of MPO's, with
the ten control variagbles applied. He found that_the association was
significant for all of the industrial classes of MPO's except public

administration, which not only fell short of significance, but was also

‘ lpefinitions and sources of the variables according to Hawley and
the present writer are to be found in Appendix A. Since the reader might
~wish to consult them at different points in the paper, it was thought
best to include them in an appendix,
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negative. Hawley recognized that this striking exception posed an
"interesting problem”, but said that he could not pursue the question.
in his study.,

Hawley concluded his article:

While the findings reported in this paper shouid be
regarded as exploratory, they clearly support the hypo-
thesis that the lower the MPO ratio the greater the chance
of success in an action program such as urban renewal.
They also demonstrate the facility and the economy in
research of a conception of power as a system property.
Much remains to be done, however, to develop knowledge
about that property « « ¢ « (1963:431),



CHAPTER IT

THE REPLICATION

This chapter presents the conditions, the definiticn of variables,

the findings, and the summary of the replication.

Conditions

For the purpose of replication, in this chepter, Hawley's theo-
retical position and hypothesis are accepted and used, His procedure
where possible is followed.

& Preliminary investigation of the importance of city size revealed
_the value of gathering data and making calculations in most insténces on
Aalluincorporated cities 15,000 population and more, rather than limiting
the .data and calculations to 50,000 population and over cities. The
universe of incorporated cities of 15,000 populaticn and over was found
to be 1122 comrmnities,

For reasons that will become apparent, in this chapter, it was
not possible to follow Hawley's procedure concerning the tau=~c measure-
ments of association.. Further, as will be explained in Chapter 3, data
was not available in the 1960 Census concerning the different indusfry
groups of managers, proprietors, and officials, Therefore, it was not
possible to follow Hawley's procedure of distinguishing between the

industry groups.
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Brief Definition of Variables

Most of my variables are identical to Hawley's, except that they
come from thev1960'rather than 1950 Census documents and related sources,
and except that in most cases they are calculated on the basis of 211
cities 15,000 population and over and noct just 50,000 population plus
cities.1

The MPO ratios are the ratios of all managers, proprietors, and‘
officials, except farm, to the total employed civilian labor force. This
is identical with the variable that Hawley used; though he did not acknow-
Jedge in his article that he dealt only with “civilian" labor force, and
though he evidently intended to employ only “managers, proprietors, and
officials not elsewhere classified" (Hawley: 1963:424), A check of his
code .sheets indicates that he used civilian labor force and the broader
classification of MPO's,

As indicaged above, Hawley used the execution stage of urban
renewal particiﬁation and the two control siatuses of dropout and never-
in-program for the three categories of his dependent variable. The pre-
sent writer has six categories for this variable: completion stage,
execution stage, planning stgge, dropout status, never-in-program status,
and other type projécts status, These six categories are mutually exclu~
sive, and, together are all-inclusive of the 1122 cities,

By thé end of 1969 enough cities had reached completion stage
in the urban renewal program to use that category. Hawley®s categbries
of execution stage, dropout, and never-in-prOgram statuses were used,

as well as the planning stage status which he omitted., The sixth categery

Agaln, the reader is referred to Appendix A for the full defl-
nitions and the sources of the varlables.
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of the dependent variable is composed of thése few cities that partici-
pate in the urban renewal program, but do so‘only in the newer and dif-
ferent type projects that were not a part of the program during the
1950%s, the time period for Hawley's study., All of these "other-type=-
projects® omit either the planning or the execution stage, requiring
only two and not three steps of pérticipation, and thus are not comparable
with the older type projects. Again, Hawley did not use them, There-
fore, because they are not compatible wifh any of the other categories,
this category was used as a séparate one.
Where appropriate, the three categories of execution stage,
. dropout, andrnever-in—program status have been “"separated out" for
comparison with Hawley®s tables.
The control variables and their cqﬁputations are similar to
sHawley®s, sxcept that they have been breugﬂt ap to date and increased
~in nqmber. Age of housing is based on the percentage of residential
-units built 1939 or before., Extent of dilapidation is computed on the
+pasis of percentage of reported dilapidation of residential units,
Planning budget size is determined by the percentage of the total
opefating budget of a city devoted‘to planning. "Service or manufacturing
industry is computed from the ratio of manufacturing payroll to wholesale,
retail, and service payrolls, Size of manufacturing plant is arrived
at by dividing the number of plants into the number of mamfacturing
employees, Income is the rgported median income per family, Education
is based on the percentage of persons with four or more years of college.
In each case these percentages and ratios were dichotomized at the median,
Metropolitan status is based on the location of cities with

respect to Standard Metropolitan Statisticgl Areas. Central cities are



the largest cities of SMSA's, usually having a population of 50,000 or
more, Suburban cities, in this study, are all other incorporated urban
places over 15,000 population located within a SMSA, Independent cities
are all incorporated urban places 15,000 population and over that are
located ocutside the SMSA's,

The form of government claséification includes cémmission,
~eity manager, and mayor-council forms.

Hawley used the four regional classifications of the Census
Bureau, The Bureau further divides these into nine areas. Because
preliminary work with the data indicated that states differ in regards
to urban renewal status, the larger number of categories were used in
this study,

:In addition to dichotomizing at the median, it was thought that

it migh® be helpful with some of the variables Lo get more numerous cate-

'gories., As in Hawley's study, a quintile distribution of the MPO ratios
was developed. Additionally, quintile distributions of city size, age
of housing, extent of dilapidation, planning budget size, type of
industny; size of manufacturing plant, median income, and educational
level were developed., Further, in addition to Hawley®s size classes of
15,000~50,000 population cities and SQ,OOO population and over cities,
this study uses four size classes: 15,000-30,000 population, 30,000~
50,000 population, 50,000~100,000 population, and 100,000 and over
population size.

Two new variables were added: economic functional classifica=-
tion and dormitory function, A city is classified as serving a dormi-
tory function when the aggregate employment is less thgn 67 percent of

the resident labor force.
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The economic functional categories are based on data on employ-
ment in manufacturing, retailing, wholesaling, and selected service
establishments on a.place-of-work basise. Thsy are computed by the
relative percentages of the aggregate employment in manufacturing and

retalling.

Findings

With similar variables and procedures, nost of Hawiey's study
was replicated; and it was found that the data, as of the end of 1969,
support his operationalvhypothesis and earlier findings. There is a
significant and consistent association between MPO ratio and urban
renewal status, an& this association is in the direction predicted.
However, other variables that afe significantly and consistently asso-
 q$gted with both urban renewal status and MPO ratio were found,

s This study began, as did Hawley's, with a preiiminamy test of
the representativeness of cities 50,000 population and cver, concerning.
ths distribution of MPO ratios in the three urban renewsl classes. See
Table 1, where Hawley's findings are in parentheses for camparative pur-
poses, -

Hawley could observe, ", « » the twowseries of ratios are very
similar, Thus it seems possible that findings for large cities might
apply to all cities . .« " (1963:425). He also wrote: "It is also to
be noted , . ¢ that the ratios conform té the hypothesis" (1963:426),

My data, 1like Hawley's, show that the MPO ratios éonform to the
hypothesis, though the ratios for the smaller cities in execution and
dropout stages are identical. The two series of ratios in my study are

somewhat similar; though it could be disputed that they are '"very similar",



TAELE 1

NUMBER AND MEAN MPO RATIOS, CITIES BY TWO SIZE CLASSES,

AND BY THREE URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES

(HAWLEY*S FIGURES IN PARENIHESES)

Ali Cities of Cities of Cities of
15,000 Population | 15,000 -~ 50,000 { 50,000 Population
URBAN And Over Population And Over
RENEWAL
STATUS
MPO MPO MPO
Number Ratio NMumbe:» | Ratilo Number Ratio
{Eecvtion Stage | 247 8.5 150 8.7 o7 8.2
(136) (9.0) | (41) (9e1) (95) (9.0)
Dropout L9 8. 39 8;7 10 9.3
o (79) (10.0) (41) (9.8) (38) (10.1)
Never In Program 520 10.6 455 10.6 65 10.9
(402) (11.0) | (341) |(11.1) (61) (10.8)
— e e e —— e e — —— —
TOTAL 816 9.9 644 10,0 172 9.3
(617) (Lo.4) | (423) [(10.7) | (194) (9.5)
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There is need for a more precise comparisonuof the series of ratios
according to size class.

| The identical MPO ratios of the small.cities in the execution
and dropout statuses disrupl scmewhat the similarity of the two ratio
series. The range of MPC ratios between execution stage and never-in-
program status differs in the two size classes also. Hawley®s data
reveal that the small cities had a range of 2,1 and the 1érge cities a
range of 1.8, My data also reveal a différence, but greater irn the
large cities than in the small cities (2.7 and 1.9 respectively).

Hawley's data and mine reveal that large cities have lower MPO
ratios in execution stage than do small cities, though my data reveal
a grealer differenceg Tﬁe data from both Studieé show that large cities
‘have higher ratios in the dropout status, ti;ough, again, my data show a

goeater difference. However, in the nevermin«prcgram status, Hawley's
data show that large cities have lower MPO ratios than small cities, and
ry -data reveal an equal amount of difference, but in the opposite direc-
tion. During the time between Hawley's study and mine the ratio that

has changed least is that of large cities that have never entered the

program. On the other hand small cities, even with lower MPO ratios, have

inereasingly not entered the program.

Both studies show a difference in the total MPO ratio figure
between the size classes, Hawley's data reveal even a greater difference
than do mine.

These finding in both Hawley's and my data suggest that the
series of ratios in the two class sizes are not "very similar" in any

full sense of the term. And the findings, along with the differences
" in percentages of cases in the three statuses according to size class,

point to the need of investigating further the importance of city size.
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Before leaving Table 1, we might note three things, First, in
every case except one my MPO ratios are lower than‘Hawley's. Why there
should be proportioﬁately fewer managers, proprietors, and officials,
at least in these urban renewal statuses, according te the 1960 as
against the 1950 Census, the present writer cannot explain, Because of
the popular literature on the increasing "bureaucratization™ of our
country, one might have expected that my MPO ratios would be larger thaﬁ
Hawley®s; yet he shows a total ratio of 10.4 for all cities in his
study, and the totsl in my study is 9.9 Dr. Ito of the College of
William and Mary has offered the explanation that apparently these cities
do not comprise an exact mixture of the U,S. population as a whole., The
Census for 1960 does show a larger proportion in the MPO category than
for 1950, Second; ry ratios are especially lower than Hawley®s in the
~ﬁﬁmp9nt\citieso Perhaps this indicates that with the passage of time
from Hawley's study to mine, the same forces involved in MPO ratio levels
that are associated with urban rencwal success are now, more than for-
mexrly, assoclated with dropping out of the program, This seems to be
more true of small than of large cities, Third, the widest range of.
MPO ratios from execution Stage to never-in~program status in the two
studies is to be found among the large cities in ny study. This would
seem to suggest that MPO ratio (and whatever it is that it represents)
is more determinative of urban renewal status in large than in small
cities and in the 1950's rather than the 1950 period.

Table 2 again gives the frequencies and mean MPO ratios for
cities; controlled by Hawley's two size classes, but gives all six
urban renewal statuses., This allows further comparisons according to

size.



TABLE 2

NUMBER AND MEAN MPO RATIOS, CITIES BY

HAWLEY'S CLASS SIZE AND BY SIX
URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES

A1l Cities of Cities of Cities of
15,000 Population | 15,000 - 50,000 | 50,000 Population
URBAN And Over Population And Over
RENEWAL
SEATUS 'MPO MPO MPO
. Numbexr Ratio Numbez Ratio Number Ratio
Conpletion Stage - 192 76 83 7.5 109 75
Execution Stage 247 8.5 150 8.7 97 8.2
| Planning Stage 58 9.3 51 g.1 ? 10.8
Dropout 49 8.9 39 8.7 10 9.3
Never In Progran 520 | 10.6 455 10.6 65 10.9
Othexr Type
Projects 56 8.8 3n 8.3 22 9.5
TOTAL 1,122 9.4 812 9.7 310 8.7
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Regarding frequency, only 10,2 percent of the small cities
reached completion, whereas 35.1 percent of the large cities did S0,
There were 4,3 percent dropouts among small cities, and 3.2 percent among
large communities. Over a half of the small cities never got into the
program, whereas about a fifth of the large cities never entered.

Regarding ratios, the total MPO ratio was higher for small than
for largevcities. The differsnce between the tbtal MPO ratios is greater
than, say, the difference between completion and eﬁecution‘stages in
. each of the size classes. The range of ratios from campletion stage to
never-in-program status is greater in large cities; again suggesting
that MPO ratio (and wha£ it measures) has more to do with the community
actions of large cities. The MPO ratio is lower for large cities than
for small commumities at fhe completion and execution statuses, but
‘higher at the planning, dropout, never-in-program, and other type pro-
Jjects statuses,. This, along with the greater range for large cities,
indicates that large cities are more heterogeneous regarding MPO ratios,
and that the ones with lower MPO ratios tend to enter the urban renewal
program and quickly move on to execution and completion without dropping
out as often, It also indicates that small cities which have lower
ratios tend not to participate as readily and as successfully as do
large cities with lower ratios, |

Table 2, with its greater number of cities and urban renewal
statuses, again shows the importance of city size.

Before leaving this table we might cbserve two further things.
First, though the dropout cities do continue to hold an intermediate
position between Hawley's polar statuses of execution stage and never-

in-program cities, they do not fit into a larger scale of completion,
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execution, planning, dropout, never-in—progfam cities., For small cities
the MPO ratio of dropouts is the same as for cities of execution stage.
Anmong large cities the MPO ratio for dropouts falls between the ratios
for the execution and planning stages. Second, the other-type-project
¢ities vary between the_size classes in percentage of frequency and in
nezn MPO ratios. Indeed, except for planning stage this status has the
greatest difference in ratios, These findings about dropout and cther-
type-project cities will be further explared in connecticn with Table 3,

In Table 3, there are four size classes, In the smallest cities
only 7.4 percent reached completion stage against 50 percent of the
largest ciiies. The “dropout" and “never—in—program" percentages pro-
gressively get smaller as the size classes get iarger. A striking 61,5
pereent of the smallest cities never enteréd the program, whereas only
Ce2 peresnt of the largest cities failed t& sater the prograii.

. The tetal MPO ratios differ, with the smallest cities having

the highest mean ratio (9.8, 9.3; 9.0, 8.3). The range of MPO ratios
from campleticn stage to never-in-program status for the two classes of
small cities is less than the range in the two classes of large cities
(just as was showm in Table 2); but note that it is the "smallest"
cities and the "largest" cities that emphasize this difference in range.
For the two classes of large cities the difference between the MPO ratios
of completion and execution stages on the one hand and planning stage on
the other hand is striking.. This further indicates that large cities with
lower MPO ratios quickly move beyond the planning stage. Among the
smallest cities the éifference in MPO ratio between planning and execu-
tion is minimal. The fairly small cities hold an intermediate position

on this difference.,



TAELE 3

NUMBER AND MEAN MPO RATIOS, CITIES BY FOUR
SIZE CLASSES AND BY SIX URBAN
RENEWAL STATUSES

Cities of Cities of Cities of Cities of
15,000-~30,000{30,000-50,000 {50,000-100,000{1C0,000 Population
‘ Population Population Population And Over
URBAN
| RENEWAL ;
STATUS MPO MPO MPO MPO
Number | RatiojNumber | Ratio |[Number | Ratio thber_ Ratio
Completion _ ,
Stage 41 8el 42 7.6 Ly 7.6 65 Tl
‘Exsecution : :
Stage 97 | 8.8 53 8.6 60 8.2 37 8.2
P lanning
Stage . 31 Ge.0 20 9.3 4 11.2 3 10.2
| Dropout 28 | 91| 11 | 78] 7 | 9.2 3 9.6
Never In ‘
Program 344 10.6 | 111 10.6 53 11,0 12 10.7
Other Type
Projects 18 8.2 16 84 | 12 9.1 10 9.9
TOTAL 559 9.8 | 253 9.3 | 180 9,0 130 843




The pattern noted earlier of the two classes of large cities
having lower MPO ratios for the completion'and execution stagés and
higher ratios for the other statuses has become more complex with the
introduction of the four classes of size, Now it can be seen that the
smallest and largest size cities emphasize the difference concerning
completion stage. Concerning the planning stage, both of the classes
of the large cities make the difference, but this‘is extrenme because of
the MPO ratios of the "fairly large" size cities.z Concerning the MPO
ratios for the dropout status, one sees that it is the "fairly small"
cities that emphasize the difference. The two classes of larger cities
have higher ratios in the never-in-program status mainly because of the
NMfairly large" cities. Both of the two classes of large cities have
glgnificantly higher rati&s concerning the cther~type-projects status,
but this is emphasized by the largest cities.,

Tables 1 through 3 show that city size is an important variable
in regard to the fregquency of participation at different urban renewal
statuses and in regard to the size of the MPO ratios at different sta-
tuseses The relationship of MPO ratio to urban renewsl status, controlled
by city size, is not unmixed; but it generally holds that the larger the
size class of a city the lower the MPO ratioc in advanced stages of urban
renewal and the higher the ratio in plamning, dropout,'and never-in-
pfogram statuses,

Before leaving Table 3, note two further things. First, the MPO

ratios of the dropout cities continue to hold an intermediate position

2The small number of cities should be noted in these cells, though
the MPO ratios are generally in line with the tiend indicated by the two
classes of smaller cities concerning planning status.



between the ratios of execution and never-in-program status, except in
the class of “fairly small®™ cities. However, the position of the drop-
cut ratios fluctuates in relation té the ratios of the other statuses,
controlled by city size; and this makes impossible any attempt to put it
in a larger scale. For the smallest cities the MPO ratio for dropouts
is in the "right" place if there was a scale, For the ciass of fairly
emall cities, however, the ratio falls between those of completion stage
and execution stage. For the two classes of iarge'eities, the dropout
ratio falls between the execution and planning stages,

Because of this phenomenon, at this point, a procedural decision
was made not to "separéte out" parts of the data in order to have an
- ordinal scale for the dependent variable., This would have entailed a
"sacrifice" o£ sbme data and would have»blurred the reality of the urban
rene@alwsﬁatuk of the cities. However, this declsion meant that the
writer could not follow Hawley's procedure, later in the study, concerning
tau-c measurements of association between MPO ratios and urban renewal

status,

The final thing to be noted about Table 3 concerns the other-type-

projects cities, City size does make some difference in freguency, Pro-
gressively, the larger the size class of the city the more likely it will
participate in one of these type projects. Concerning MPO ratios there

is a range of 1.7 between the smallest and largest cifies, the greaﬁest
range between these two size classes of all the different urban renewal
statuses, The distribution of the ratios for this status, according to
city size, indicates that larger cities enter these types of projects
without having relatively low MPO ratios. If the statuses of urban renew-

al were a scale, the MPO ratios for other-type-projects.statué would fall
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between campletion.stage and execution stage‘for the two classes of
smaller cities, and would fall between execution and planning stage for
the two classes of large cities, These other-types—of-urban-renewal-
projects, then, seem to be more readily entered into by larger cities
than by smaller ones, with larger cities being able to enter into such
projects with higher than average MPO ratios. (The average MPO ratio
for 211 cities is G.4). Given the nature of these projects and the
characteristics of the larger cities, the‘higher percentage of partici-
pation is to be expecteds The relatively high MPO ratiocs might indicate
that some large cities with high MPO ratios enter these type projects
as an alternative to the older type programs,

Hawley's next table was a quintile distribution, according to
MPO ratics, of 50,000 population and over cities, by his three urban
renowel statuses. The identical procedure ﬁas been followed in this
study; and the figures are given in Table 4; with Hawlsy®s data shown
in parentheses for the purpose of ccmparison, Ihe distribution of my
data:is somewhat similar to Hawley's, The most striking difference over
the time period between the two studies is the fewer number of cities
in all quintiles that have dropped out.  Whether ‘or not this is peculiar
to large cities, the writer does not know. Comparable data for small
cities for the earlier period are not available, My total number of
large cities in these statuses ié smallser than Hawley's. The difference
in the number of cities in the dropcut status, plus the fact that large
cities of &1l MPO quintiles have moved on to completion stage, explain
this smaller number, Still, the overall pattern of the two sets of data

are similaxr,



TABLE 4

QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF 50,000 POPULATION AND OVER CITIES

(MPO RATIOS), BY THREE URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES

(BAWLEY S FIGURES IN PARENTHESES)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
URBAN
RENEWAL A
STATUS Under 6-_8 6.8"8.2 8.3"'908 : 9.9"11-7 11.8 & Over

: (Under 7.8)](7-8-8.9)1(9+0-9,9){(10.0-11.7){(11.8 & Over)

Execuéion 28 21 27 13 7
Stege .. (27) (22) (21) (17?) (9)
Dropout 1 3 2 2 2

(3) (9) (8) (8) (7)
Never in 5 10 5 20 25
Program €] (9) (8) (13) (22)
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The chi square measure of Hawley's data in Table 4 was 23,5163
the contingency coefficient was .330; the prcbability that the distri-
bution was due to chance was less than ,0l, These measures could not be
calculated on my data bscause of the numerous cells with less than five
theoretical casess In order to compensate for this and to have a com-
parable measure, the dropout and never=in-program categories of the
dependent variable were collapsed into one category, called "outside the
program." This was done both for Hawley;s-and ny data., The results
are shown in Table 5, The procedure met with limited success~--Hawley's
~data lost some of its value with the reduction of categories. Howsver,
the table dogs reveal that over the period of time between the two
gtudies, MPO ratio is even more associated»with,urban renewal status in
the direction that Hawley predicted. |
i Concerning his cata Hawley cbseived:

That the concentration of power; as represented by the

ratio of all MPO's to the employed labor force is sig=

nificantly greater in cities that have reached the
iy execution stage in urban renewal than in the other
. classes of cities is apparent, (1953:426),

The distributions of my data in Tables 4 and 5 go beyond his in
supporting his observation.

Concerning the quintile distributions; it might be noted that
Hawley's study and mine found different extreme scores and distributions,
My range for large cities was from 3.6 to 22.2 (for small cities this
range was from 2.5 to 35.5), Hawley's code sheets reveal that his lowest
was 4,0 and the highest was 30.8. Hawley found a wider range of ratios

in the first and fifth guintiles. In the second through the fourth

quintiles I found a greater range.
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TABLE 5

QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF 50,000 POPULATION AND OVER
CITIES (MPO RATIOS), BY TWO URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES*
(FIGURES FROM HAWLEY'S DATA IN PARENTHESES)

1st 2nd 3rd 4th
URBAN -

RENEWAL '

. STATUS Under 6,8 | 6,8-8,2 | 8.3-9.8 9.9-11.7 | 11
= (Under 7.8){(7:8-8,9) }(9.0-9.9) {(10.0-11,7) |{11
"In the 28 21 27 13

Progran (27) (22) (21) (17)
Ouiside the . 6 13 7 B 22

Program (12) (18) (16) (21)

*Xg = 39.67, C = 434, P<.001
e =




In retrospect one might observe that in Table 1 (where larger .
cities were controlled, the three statuses of urban renewal were used,
and the mean MPO ratios from both studies were presented), Hawley's mean
MPO ratios stood a better chance than mine of being very high because
of the nature of the MPO ratio distributions, This was the case in
a1l cells of Table 1 except the “never-in-progran" statué, where ny mean
MPO ratio was slightly larger than his. This is additional evidence.that
MPO ratio (and what it measures) is determinative of the participation
and non-participation of large cities.

Table 6 gives the quintile distribution of MPO ratios for all
cities 15,900 population and over, by the six urban renewal statuses.
.Note tﬁat the relationship, with the newer data even in this expanded
;form, remains significant. The probability that the association shown

~there is dus tc chance is less than 001, |

‘ Still, as Hawley observed ccncerning his data given in Table 4,
xthé quintile distribution of cities shown in Table 6 reveals a sizeable
spread over the ratio range in each urban renewal status class. Hawley |
Wfote, "That reises a question of'hOW'SOme cities manage to get to the
exscution stage without a concentration of power" (1963:426)., He did
not answer this question in his article, A preliminary answer, at
this point in the present study, is that other variables in addition to
MPO ratios significantly determine urban renewal success. Hawley also
wrote: |

The ccomplementary question of how othsr cities with

marked concentrations of power escape urban renewal may be

given a tentative a priori answer: that is, they are sus-
ceptible and may yet enter the program (1963:426).



TABLE 6

QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CITIES (MPO RATIOS)
BY THE SIX URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES*
(PERCENTS BY COLUMNS IN PARENTHESES)

URBAN 1st 2nd 3rd Lth 5th
RENEWAL . ;
STATUS Urder 6.7|6.7-8.218.3-9.619,7-11.6{11.7 and over
Completion Stage 71 52 32 29 8
(31.1) (22,0) [(1#.9) | (13.4) (3.5)
Execution Stage 63 59 55 Ly 26
(27.6) (25.0) (2-5.6) (20,3) (11.5)
;B‘lanning, Stage 9 13 "9 16 11
B - (3.9) (5.5) | (&4.2) (7.4) (4.9)
Dropout 10 13 9 9 8
(4.4) (5¢5) 1 (4.2) (4.1) (3.5)
Never in Program 65 87 ol 107 167
(28.5) (36.9) {(43.7) | (49.3) (73+9)
Other Type Projects 10 12 16 12 6
(L.4t) (5.1) | (7.4) (5.5) (2.7)

* X2 = 141,011, C = .334, P<.00l.
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His answer can be checked, The comparable data in Table 4 indi-
cate that with. the passage of time one finds a higher percentage of '
eities (50,000 population and over) with lowest MPO raties in the exe-
cution stage. This supports Hawley's answer. However, there remain
about 15 percent of thé lowest MPO ratio cities (considering just thesse
three statuses) that have never entered the program. There is still
reason to believe, then, that there are things other than time that
kéep the lowest MPO ratio cities oul of the program.

Before leaving Table 6, note several other things, First, it was

.said earlier that larger cities with lower MPC ratios tend more readily
to enter the program and rapidly advance to compietion. The part abocut
-lower MPO ;atios is supported by these data. Note the difference in
jpercentages in the first guintile (loweét MPO ratios) between the plan-
Jquing and execution stages. Note also the differsnce in percentage bstween
.even the first and second quintile at completion stage. The cities with
the lowest MPO ratios are significantly the most successful, Second,
earlier it was said that large cities tended more readily to enter the
other-type-projects of the urban renewal program. Here, the data indicate
that cities with medium size MPO ratios tend to enter the program in

this way., There are but few cases, yet the evidence is that cities with
the highest MPO ratios are least likely to gnter into these other-type=-
projects, Possibly this low percgntage is the result of the vast majority
of such cities refusing to enter any type of urban reﬂeﬁal endeavor,

The percentages by row, however, indicate that this is not the case
completely. (The row percentages, in order of MPO quintile; are: 17.9,
21.4, 28,6, 21.4, 10.7.) Third,Aearlier it was said that it was the
"fairly large" cities that tended more readily to drop.out of the program,
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The data here indicate that cities of the second quintile of MPO ratios
also tend to do sc, Fourth, note the great difference in peréentages
between the fourth and fifth quintiles of MPO ratio in the never-in-
program status. (The row percentages are 20.6 for the fourth quintile
and 32,1 for the fifth.)

Still, the newer data and the expanded form of my study support
Hawley®s findings that there is a significant association between MPO
ratioc and urban renewal status. And the distribution of the frequencies
indicate that MPO ratio is a fairly good predictor of urban renewsl status,

Hawley, at this poiht in his stﬁdy, recognized that other variables
are related to urban renewal status. He wrote:

It is doubtlessly true that factors other than the

distribution of power operate on urban renewal

experience or the lack of it (1963:426)..

"He. émployed these "factors" as control variables, His data and mine are
given in Table 7, It should be remembered that his figures are for
50,000 population and over cities, and mine are for all cities 15,000
pepulation and over,

Hawley observed concerning his data that in no instance did the
introduction of a control vitiate the association of lower MPO ratio
with urban renewal success (as measured by arrival at execution stage).
My data reveal two exceptions to his findings: the west south central
and mountain regions do vitiate the asséciation of lower MPO ratio with
urban renewal success, However, these two exceptions aré very possibly
the result of the small number of eities in each instance,.

Hawley further noted concerning his data that in a number of

instances the dropout cities failed to hold an intermediate position



TABLE 7

MEAN MPO RATIOS IN CITIESlﬂY THE THREE URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES,
WITH SELECTED VARTABLES CONTROLLED
(HAWLEY'S FIGURES IN PARENTHESES)

URBAN RENEWAL STATUS

CONTROL VARTABLE Exesculion Never In
Stage " Dropout ' Program

Age of Housing: .

Young 9.6 (10.1) 8.9 (10.7) 11.2 (12.2)

01d 8.0 ( 8.2) 8.8 ( 9.5) 9.4 { 9.5)
Extent of Dilapidation:

Low 8.7 (9.1) 8.5 ( 9.2) 10,9 (11.0)

High 8.3 (9.1) 9.2 (10.9) 10,1 (10.2)

Planning Budget:
Small
Large

Metropolitan Status:

Central City
Independent City
Suburban City

Government:
Manager
Mayor-Council
Commission

Industry:
Service
Manufacturing

Size of Mfg, Plant:
Small
Large

Median Incoms:
Low
High

Education:
Low
High

8.2 ( 8.8) 9.5  ( 9.3) 1.4 (11.9)
9.1 (.9.6) 8.5+ (11.3) 11.2 (11.6)
8.3 ( 9.0) 10.2+_ (10.8) 10,9 (10.1)
o2 . 10.0
22089 | 2l e | 1004 L)
9.2 ( 9.5) 9.2 ( 9.7) 1.4 (12.3)
7.9 ( 8.8) 8.5 ( 9.4) 9.6 ( 9.7)
1 (8.7) 11,0% (12.1) 10.2  (10.2)

9.8 (10.0) 1.6+ (10.9) 12,3 (12.6)
8.3 8.6

7.3 ( 8.1) . ( 9.2) . ( 9.7)
9.8 ( 9.5) 11,6+ (11.0) 12,0 (12.0)
7.4 ( 8,1) 8t ( 8.8) 8.8 (. 9.5)
8.3 ( 8.8) 9.7 (10.7) 10.0 ( 9.6)
8.7 ( 9.2) 8.2 ( 9.7) 11,0 (11.4)
7.4 ( 8.2) 7.6 - ( 9.8) 8.2 ( 8.6)
0.0 ( 9.8) 10,4 (10.5) 12.3  (12.4)




TABLE 7--Continued

UREPAN RENEWAL STATUS

CONTROL VARIARLE Execution Never In
Stage Dropout Program
Region:
New England 700 707+ 745 g
Middle Atlantic 7.9 § ( 8.5 9.?*; (81) 10,8 § (98
South Atlantic g.0 9.8%) 10.8 :
East South Central 8.0 ) ( 8.5) 10.2*) (10,6) 10.5 (10.4)
West South Central 11.1 14.2* 10,8 .
East North Central 7.4 g \ 7e g : 10.5 g 24)
Wooh North Comtral | 10.2 § € 9°%) [ 1003+ (12200 [33°7 ¢ (12.2%)
Mountain 11.7+g (11 9+) 11.8*3 (iz.8%) | 10.8 3 (12.6)
Pacific 9.8 ?09* 1007 :

* N is 5 or less,
+ N is less than 10.

MPO ratios for the current study are based on cities 15,000 and over
population; Hawley'®s are based on cities 50,000 and overs.



between the polar statuses. The same number of instances of this pheno-
menon are found in my data even though the number of categories have beén
increased. Thus,:myAnewer data, which includes more and smaller cities,
support Hawley's findings concerning the association when controls are
employed.

A further test of the association is to be found in Table 8
where the six urban renewal statuses are presented and three additional
controls are employed. There are seven exceptions to the expected asso-
ciaticn of lower MPO ratios with urban renewal success (here measured
by arrival at completion stage). However, all but two of these excep-
tions very well may be due to the small number of cities in each case,
The remaining~two exceplions~-south Atlantic regicn and smallest quintile
of size—-~are very slight, both involving only a +1 ratio difference from
_the Yexpected" ratio value, |

It is interesting to note that if one were to construct a scale
of cgmpletion stage, execution stage, planhing stage, and never-in-
program status, the series of ratios along such a scale consistently
becomes progressively larger, exgept where there is either a small number
of cities in each case or where the difference is slight as mentioned
~above or where there are the controls of low education and medium size
quintile: These exceptions may seem rather numerous,; but the conditions
are much mere stremuiocus--requiring a sequence of four “"proper" ratio
scoress '

In any event, the association between lower MPO ratios and the
more stringent urban renewal success critexrion pf completion stage has
besn shown to hold, even with thé employment of additional control vari-

ables, except for the slight excepﬁions noted above,



TABLE 8

MEAN MPO RATIOS IN CITIES BY THE SIX
URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES, WITH
SELECTED VARTABLES CONTRCLLED

URBAN RENEWAL STATUS
o , )
«gl § 7] [ & (7))
% .14, |8 | 78] 98
4% | Bo| Ee | & 8B e
CONTROL VARIABLE 58 28 1 S 7 e i
O n lﬁcn 0 a =Py o Ay
Age of Housing:
Young 8.9 9.6 10,2 8.9 11.2 9.5
0id Tel 8.0 8.8 8.8 Qo4 8,0
-Extent Dilapidations: ’
;'gigh 7.8 8,3 92,6 9.2 10.1 8.8
“Plénning Budgets '
~+Small 73 8.2 9.7 9.5 11,4 8.6
La.rge 8.6 9.1 9.1'1”," 8.5’" 11.2 9 6
Metropolitan Status:s
- _Suburban Ci’ty 6.3 8.1 805 8.0 1009 705
Governments
Commission 7l 8.1 10,5+ | 11.0* | 10.2
Manager 8.4 9.2 9.6 9.2 { 11.4
Mayor-Council 7.0 7.9 8.9 8.5 9.6
Industry: .
Service 8.7 9,8 10,6 11.6+ | 12,
Manufacturing 6.5 7.3 | 8.5 8.3 8.6
Size Mfg, Plants
Small | 8.4 2.8 10.1 11,6+ | 12,0
Large 7e2 7.4 8.8 8.4 8.8
Median Income:
Low 7e7 8.3 9.2 9.7 10.0
High 7.6 8.7 9.5 8.2 | 11.0
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However, befors leaving Tables 7 and 8, note two very important
things, First, in Table 7 observe that my more extensive catégorization
of the variables of metropolitan status and region reveal differences in
mean MPO ratios that Hawley missed. The independent and suburban cities
have very different MPO ratios relative to the three urban renewal sta-
tuses. 4Also the further divisions of the regions reveal striking dif-
ferences; and this holds whether or not a small number of cities are
involved. Second, and most importantly, observe tﬁat the control
variables, in a number of instances, make a sizeable difference in
MPO ratios. Especially note the variance between the categories of
each of the following: type of government, economic function, industry,
size .of mamufacturing vplant, education, and region. These differences
are present whether or noi there are a small number of cities involved,
Bxampiecs are the 4.5 difference in execution stage controlled by econo-
mic function, and the 4.1 difference in never-in~-program status controlled
by education, These are greater ranges of ratios than found between
conpletion stage and never-in-prégram stétué for most categories,

Let us look briefly at the association of at least a few of these
control variables with urban renewal status and MPO ratio using "the

controls” now as independent variables. See TableA9a3 Subtable A

31n Tables 9 and 10, for the sake of brevity, some of the cate-
gories of the variables have been collapsed, The six urban renewal
categories were collapsed into three--leaving completion stage separate,
ineluding the execution and planning stages in the "in progress" cate-
gory, and the dropout, nsver-in-program, and other-type-project statuses
in the "not in program" category. This new categorization of the other-
type-~project status is open to question; yet the figures are presented in
Table 9 (and Table 10) only for illustrative purposes. The figures are
to be found in full in Part II of the paper, MPC ratios are trichotcmized
by using the first quintile separately, the second and third quintile as
*medium®", the fourth and fifth quintile as “high" MPO ratio. City size,



SELECTED VARTABLES, BY URBAN RENEWAL STATUS

A, MPO RATIOS

TABLE 9

URBAN
RENEWAL -
STATUS % § P
s | &
3 = I
Completion 71 84 37
In Progress 72 136 97
Not In Program 85 | 231 | 309
- Ce AGE COF HOUSING
URBAN . _
RENEWAL o 5
STATUS o 3 éf
a1 B 5
(o = >
 Completion 78 71 42
In Prégress 88 | 1801 67
Not In Program 61 | 226§ 338
E. EXTENT OF DILAPIDATION
URBAN
RENEWAL 2
STATUS 2| B
21 3 8
s = .
Completion L9 97 L5
In Progress 734§ 151 81
Not In Program | 105 191 329

B, CITY SIZE
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URBAN
RENEWAL e
STATUS o g _
: &1 & =
i1 3|
o= = %3
Completion 95 66 31
11n Progress 75 1131 97
Not In Program | 58 | 253 | 318
D. METROPOLITAN STATUS
=S
le | 8
URBAN HA1 5 ©
RENEWAL - |2 5
STATUS g1 3 -g
‘ P s
o | = 3
(] H O [op]
Completion 101 L6 Ly
In Progress 97 { 110 98
Not In Program | 76 | 211 | 336
F. MEDIAN INCOME
URBAN
RENEWAL s
STATUS : § B
5 © o
i~ = i
Completion 47 1 106 39
In Progress 61 | 148 96
Not In Program {115 | 194 16




is presented for comparative purposes. Note the similarity of the pattern
of frequencies-in the sik tables. Further, observe that the first cell

of completion status for city size, age of housing, and metropolitan
status have higher frequencies than is the case for MPO ratio, All of

the subtables have higher frequencies in the third cell of the not-in-
program status than does MPO ratio. |

These variables that Hawley used as control factors vary in a
rather consistent way with urban renewal status. There are indications
that their degree of asscciation is relatively highe The extreme cate-
gories of these variables would seem to be excellent-~to-fair predictors
- of the ccmpletion and not-in-program statuses.

MPO ratio has been fround to be consistently and significantly
wmsscciated with urban renewal status. It appears that at least some of
sthese other variables are sinilarly assoclated. What‘is the relationship
-of these variables to MPO ratio? Tables 7 and 8 revealed that MPO ratio
.tvaries_as these variables are used as controls. Table 10 gives a con=
©ise and conservative presentation of the association. MNote the over-all
similarity of the pattern. Observe also that each subtable reveals scme=-
thing of 2 unigue relationship between the particular variable and MPO

ratio.

age of housing, extent of dilapidation, median income, and education
quintiles are similarly trichotomized, Economic functional classifica-
tion was trichotomized by treating manufacturing separately, and
including the industrial and diversified manufacturing in the second
category, and diversified retailing and retailing in the third category.
This method of collapsing the categories of urban renewal status and the
quintiles is biased against the first column in each table, especially
the top cell of the first colummn, The writer considers this a conser-
vative presentation of the data.
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TABLE 10
‘ SELECTED VARIABLES, BY MPO RATIOS

A, EDUCATIONAL LEVEL Bs ECONOMIC FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

QL
=k B
g . o4 o o1s}
] q4 g
MPO RATIO 2 5 MPO RATIO o o ~
Lowest 138 72 18 Lowest 154 28 34
Medium 73 | 229 | 149 Medium 182 | 122 | 114
High | 12 | 149 | 202 High 55 o6 | 277
C. AGE OF HOUSING D. MEDIAN INCOME
MPO RATIO o 5 MPO RATIO o 5
1] n
. (9] o ] <3
s 4| g El B3| &
o = e = 2 i
Lowest o | 7 | 59 Lowest 21§17 | 90
Msdium 1090 | 201 | 11 Medium gL | 203 | 167
High o | 172 | 247 High 121 | 128 | 14
Es TYPE OF GOVERNMENT F. SELECTED RBEGIONS
(o
g
& " +
o & ] 3
MPO RATIO a & MPO RATTO g
g "é & S 3 o
2 | 8| & 51 B | %
§ o Lg. = = =
Lowest 133 26 66 Lowest 110 80 18
Medium 192 56 | 213 Medium 11 | 167 &7
High 130 45 | 267 High st | 114 | 116
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Summary
The neirer and expanded data consistently support Hawley's

operational hypothesis and earlier findings with only a very few minor
exceptions. However, Hawley neglected to pursue some of the implications
of his oun data. In his single-minded attention on the association of
MPO ratio and urban renewal status, he failed to note and explore the
associationbof his control variables with both MPO ratios and urban
renewal status. |

These associations have been explored in the present study,
though the exploration is limited by the variables that are available,
The findings of this further work are to be found in Part II, Chapters

3 and 4,



PART II

HAWLEY EXTENDED



CHAPTER IIT

THE MPO RATIO AND COMMUNITY POWER

It is not possible within the scope of this study to give a
definitive answer to the broad question of the meaning of MPO ratio,
with special emphagis on whether or not it is a measure of community
power,

| The variables on which the writer has data are not sufficient
for such a task. Data would be needed on each, or at ieast some, of
the other categories of the labor force-beéides the category of mana-
gers, proprietors, and officials, ﬁy data are on a city basis. One
1would not be justified in assuming that these other groups (for
example, professionals) vary from city to city in a constant way as MPO
ratios vary. One should at least control for these other groups if he
wished to pursue causal relationships between MPO ratio and certain
other variables,

A breakdown of the different industry groups (manufacturing,
retailing and wholesaling trade, bankiné and finance, and public administra-
tion) would be necessary. Hawley, in a lettér to the writer, described
the category as "crude" and in need of refinement. He demonstrated in
his study that public administration MPOs, in just the oppoSite fashion
from the other industry groups were in greater numbers where there was
urban rénewal success, He concluded his article with a call for further

study of the internal diversity of ihe.category. Unfortunately the 1960
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Cénsus doés not give the necessary data. The 1950 Census of Population,
which Hawley used, gave the total employed labor fo}ca for each of the
industry groups for all the cities and the number of MPOs in each of the
industry groups for cities of 50,000 population and over. The 1960 Cen-
sus of Population, on the other hand, gives the total employed labor
force for each of the industry groups for all the cities, but gives the
number of MPCs in each of the various indpstry groups only for SMSA's of
100,000 population and over.l | |

Then there are other variables that would be necessary or help-
ful in determining the broad meaning of MPO ratio: data on other issue
areas, data on voting, data found relevant in oﬁher studies, etc,

Three things are possible within the scope éf the present study,
First, one can demonstrate that cities tend to have certain characteris-
tics when they have low MPO ratios and other characteristics when they
have high MPO ratibs. (This is merely a demonstration of correlations,
not an argument for c@usalxrelationships.) Second, one can cite the
data and interpretations of other studies about power structures and
conmunity characteristics., Third, one can assume that MPO ratio is a
measure of community power structure, and szek to determine whether or
not low MPO ratio is a measure of greater power concentration, as Hawley
argued it was., One can test Hawley's answer by using the found charac-
teristics of the cities in conjunction with the results of other studies.

We turn now to these pursuits. First, what characteristiecs of

cities are associated with what size MPO ratios?

lA letter received from the Census Bureau indicates that the data

are not in published form, and that the Bureau would not be interested
in providing the data even at payment of cost for preparation,
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Findings

Table 11 presents measures of the association of cities with
selected variables and MPO ratios.2 'Educationa1 level and the functional
classifications are strongly correlated with the ratio, Age of housing
and region are moderately associated with it., Type of govermment and
planning budget are associated with it enough to be noteworthy.

In addition, some of the categories of the lower ranked variables
are highly correlated with some of the categdfies of MPO ratio in cities;
for example: 65,2 percent of the cities with the highest median income
have_high.MPO ratios, and 56,9 percent of the cities with the least dila-

pidated housing also have high ratios.

Particular Variables and MPO Ratios

Tebles 12 through 22 present the column percentages and frequen-
cies of cities according to the eleven variables and MPO ratios. Table
12 reveals, as one might have snpposed; that educational level is posi-
tively assoéiated_with MPO ratios. What>might be surprising is the
degres of the association. Note the extreme "scores"in the lowest and
highest educational levels. Observe the “"skip" from 24.2 percent to
61.9 percent in the lowest educational level and the "“skip" from 18.3
percent to 52.4 percent in the highest educational level, which contri-
bute to the extreme scores,

Table 13 presents a very similar overall pattern, though the per-
centages are not quits as extreme in most cases of functional classifi-

cations and MPO ratio, Again, note the "skip" between the high and

2Chi square, contingency coefficient, and tau-c are presented as
they were in Hawley's study. Gamma and theta measures; where appropriate,
are presented here, though thev are not calculated for all relationships
used in this chapter.



TABLE 11

MEASURES OF ASSOCIATION OF SELECTED VARTAELES AND

MPO RATIO (RANKED ACCORDING TO THE STRENGTH
OF GAMMA AND THETA MEASURES)

VARTABLES ASSCCIATED

Adjusted

WITH MPO RATIO 2 Contingency
QUINTILE X Coefficient | Tau~c | Gamma { Theta
Education Quintile 5524854 643 498 | 604
Functional Classification | 421,988 , .661 458 o575
Age Heusing Quintile 221,048 L5k -.296 | -.365
‘Region - 280,105 7L «291
-Type«Government 79.332 .287 .261
Planning Budget 25,904 .258 a97 | .283
Dormitory Function 25,329 167 073 165
Metropolitan Status 101,403 322 «120
City Size Quintile 40,230 «208 -,081 | ~-.101
Median Income Quintile 248,419 <A77 . 048 .059
{ Dilapidation Quintile. 148,732 .383 -.033 | -.041




TAELE 12

COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF EDUCATION BY MPO RATIO
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTEESES)

EDUCATIONAL LEVELS

mio [

QUINTILE Lowest Low Medium High Highest
Lowest 61,9 (138) |21.7 (50) }10.0 (22) | 2.3 ( 5) | 5.7 ( 13)
Low 24,2 ( 54) 1313 (72) [25.9 (57) (145 (32) | 9.2 ( 21)
Medivm 8.5 (19) 121.3 (49) 123.2 (51) |28.6 (63) |14.4 ( 33)
High n.9 (11) [18.7 (43) |26.8 (59) |28.2 (62) |18.3 ( 42)
Highest 0 ( 1)) 7.0 (16) |14 (31) [26.4 (58) | 52.4 (120)

X% = 552,854, C = ,575, tau-c = 498, gamma = 604,
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TABLE 13

COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION BY
MPO RATIO (NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

gg:xo Diversified 1D:’Lvers:‘z_'E‘ied

JQUINTILE | Manufacturing [Industrial]Manufacturing| Retailing |Retailing
‘Dowest | 39.% (154) | 11.8 (&) | 12.5 (2%) { 8.0 (18) | 8.0 ( 16)
Low 3le2 (122) | 52.9 (18)] 17.7 (34) | 13.7 (3L) | 7.5 ( 15)
-ﬁédium 15,3 ( 60) | 17.9 ( 6)] 33.3 (64) | 20.8 (47) }]10.6 ( 21)
| Hsen 8.4 (33) | 11.8 () 28.1 (5 | 31.9 (72) |20.6 ( )
Highest 5.6 ( 22) 5.9 ( 2)] 8.3 (16) | 25.7 (58) | 53.3 (106)

X% = 421,988, C = .537, tau-c = 458, gamma = 575
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highest MPO ratios for retailing cities, anﬁ between the medium and low
for manufacturing cities. Not surprisingly manufacturing cities are
strongly associated with low and lcwest MPO ratios, whereas retail cities
are highly correlated with high and highest MPO ratiocs.

The consistency of this pattern is striking when one realizes
that MPO ratio is computed on the basis of place of residence and func-
tional classification on the basis of place of work. A very similar
pattern was found when using Hawley's cat;gories of manufacturing and
service industry in association with MPO ratio. (Both manufacturing-
and-service industry and MPO ratio are computed on a place of residence
basis.)

A comparison of Tables 12 and 13 reveals that lowest level of
~¢dmcation of residents is a better indicator than manufacturing classi-
Péeation of work force that a city will be in the lowest gquintile of MPO
‘ratios On the other hand, knowing that a city is classified as retailing
‘will give one a slight advantage over knowing that a city has the highest
-educational level in "predicting" whether or not it will be in the
highest MPO ratio quintile,

In Table 14 one sees that age of housing presents a somewhat less
consistent pattern in relationship with MPO ratio. The “youngest"
housing cities have an erratic association with the quintile of MPO ratio.
Note that as many as 17.9 pgrcent of the cities with youngest housing
are in the lowest quintile qf MPO ratios., Howevar, the young to oldest
housing cities are related to MPO ratio in the pattern that one might
expect, Cities with the oldest housing are strongly associated with low
and lowest MPO ratios.

Table 15 reveals that the nine regions differ from each other in

their association with MPO ratio., Each is unique, though the Middle
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TABLE 14

COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF AGE OF HOUSING BY MPO RATIO
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

AGE OF HOUSING QUINTILE
MPO

RATIO
QUINTILE| Youngest Young Medium 01d Oldest

Lowest |[17.9 (40) | 8.5 (19) | 1.7 (33) |18 (1) | s1.s (o)

LiGw 12,9 (29) | 13.5 {(30) | 18.3 (41) § 29.6 (66) | 30.8 (70)
Medium | 18.3 (41) | 18.4 (41) | 18.3 (41) | 23.8 (53) | 17.2 (39)
High 15.6 (35) | 30.0 (67) | 28.1 (63) | 16.1 (356) 7.0 (16)

Highest | 35.3 (79) | 29.6 (66) | 20.5 (u6) 12,1 (27) | 3.5 ( 8)

Xz = 221,048, C = 406, tau-c = -,296, gamma = =-,365,




TABLE 15

- COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF REGIONS BY MPO RATIO

(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

63

REGIONS
K=l el Kol Ko
L) » P e
MPO gl o8| B 183 |89 |87 S22 % | 3
Mo | o | 24 |53 |8€ [ s |38 |88 § | ¢
_- 2 5 S ok | 838 23 | 88 238 = &
Lowe st 4oL { 38.5 7.8 | 15.0 0.9 { 26.5 |10.3 2.0 |11.3
i 1) } 69y (20) [ (%) § (1) y (7o) §(r0) 1) jK17)
Low 27.7 | 24.6 | 20,9 | 16,7 | 11.9 | 29.2 } 15.5 8.0 | 15.2
(23) | (u4) J(27) | Qo) | (13) | (77) | (15) } (3&) | (23)
Medium 12.0 | 13.4 | 25.6 | 20.0 | 19.3 | 19.3 | 24,7 | 14.0 | 21.9
(o) | (2#) | (33) J (12) | (21) | (51) (24 { C7) | (33)
High 762 8.4 | 27,1 | 11,7 | 37.6 9.5 { 22,7 | 36.0 | 19.9
(6) (15 | (35 | (25) § (41) (25) | (22) § (18) | (30)
Highes‘b 3. 15.1 18.6 6.7 30.3 15.5 26.8 '4’0 0 31.8
(3)1 @7) | (28) |.(H) | (33 ] (5) (26) (20) | (48)

X2 = 280,105, C = .447, theta = ,291.



Atlantic and east north central are somewhat similar, as are the west
north central and the Pacific, New England and the mountain regicn pre-
sent opposite pattérns. The tendency of cities in the west south and
west north central regions to have higher MPO ratios than in the east
scuth and east north central regions is interesting. The lower MPO
ratios are found in New England espescially, and in the East in general.
The higher MPO ratios are in the mcuntain states especially, and in the
West and South in general, with the Pééific‘regioh scmewhat tending
toward higher MPO ratios. |

There is indication in Table 16 that by using commission type of
government as the middle category one would have a2 scale of types of
government in relation to MPO ratic. The commission form of city govern-
ment is evenly balanced beiween higher and lower MPO ratios, The city
gegnager form tends toward higher MPD ratios, and mayor-council goverrment
towards lower., This is noteworthy because Hawley used these categoriés
with the thought that commission form of government represented the most
_dgpentralized power structure, city manager form of goverrment represented
the most centralized, with mayor-council form holding an intermediary
position,

Table 17 shows that low planning budget cities tend to be lower
'MPO ratio cities and high planning budget is associate& with higher MPO
ratioss, The distribution is such, however, that at the highest MPO
ratio quintile the two types of cities are very similar,

Does a c¢ity being classifiable as a dormitory city reveal a
difference from other cities relative to MPO ratios? It makes some dif-
ference, but not much, Since only 186 cities are classified as dormitory,

the all-other cities tend to arrange themselves in a normal distributicn



TABLE 16

COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF TYPE GOVERNMENT BY MPO RATIO

(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

Mayore
Council

29.2 (133)

24 (111)
1 17.8 ( 81)

15.4 ( 70)

MPO TYPE OF GOVERNMENT
gﬁ%égILE Commission Magi;Zr
Lowest 22,2 (26) | 121 ( 66)

Low 17.9 (21) | 19.0 (10%)
Mediun 21.4 (25) | 20,0 (109)
High 26,5 (31) | 21.2 (116)
Highest 12,0 (14) 27.7 (151)

©13.2 ( 60)

X% = 79.332, C =

TABLE 17

«257, theta = ,261.

COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF PLANNING BUDGET BY
MPO RATIO (NUMBER OF CITIES

IN PARENTHESES)

MPO PLANNING BUDGET

RATIO

QUINTILE Low High
Lowest 26.1 (61) 10.2 (23)
Low 22,2 (52) 21.2 (48)
Medium 19.2  (45) 22,1 (50)
High 12,8 (30) 25.2 (57)
Highest 19.7 (46) 21.2 (48)

X% = 25,904, C = 231, tau-c = =.,145,

gamma = (243,
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for MFO ratio quintile. Dormitory cities dé tend toward the "highest"
MPQ ratio; however, note that nearly the "normal" percent (that.is, 20
percent) are in the lowest MPO quintile.

This variable of dormitory function is important and should be
a better measure of theA“flight to the suburbs" by managers, proprietors,
and officials than the measure Hawley used. Hawley employed the central
city/all other cities dichotomy. As will be seen shortly this dichotomy
is misleading, Still, some measure is neéded. Since MPO ratio is com-
puted on the basis of place of residence, one might argus that central
cities and manufacturing cities, ete., tend to have lower MPO because
the managers, proprietors, and officials, who work there, reside (and
thsrefore aré counted) elsewhere., The cities ciassified as fulfilling
the dormitory funetion support this argumeht somewhat, but not as
strongly as might be expscted, Also, as nofed abova, the functional
-clasgification of cities, which is computed on a place of work basis,
is strongly associated with MPO ratio. And the industry group variable,
which is computed on the place of residence basis, is highly correlated
with functional classification, Together, the association of these
variables of dermitory function, econcmicvfunctional classification,
industry, and MPO ratio indicate that the relative size of the MPO
ratios is dependent on much more than the fact that it is computed on
the basis of place of residence., (See Table 18,)

Table 19 gives the relationship of central, independent, and
suburban cities to the MPO ratio quintile, Like the regions, each
metropolitan status displays a unique relationship with MPO ratio,
Central cities tend somewhat to have lower MPO ratios. Independent

cities tend to have more medium-size MPO ratios, Suburban cities show



TABLE 18

COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF DORMITORY FUNCTION
BY MPO RATIO (NUMBER OF CITIES

IN PARENTHESES)

MPO DORMITORY FUNCTION

| RATTO

QUINTILE No Yes
Lowest 20.5 (192) 19.4 (36)
Low 21,8 (204) 17.2 (32)
Medium 20,0 (1.87) 15.1 (28)
High 20.2 (189) 15.1 (28)
Highest 17.4 - (163) 33.3 (62)

X% = 25,329, C = 149, tau=c = +073,

gamma = ,165,

TABLE 19

COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF METROPOLITAN STATUS BY
MPO RATIO (NUMBER OF CITIES

IN PARENTHESES)

METROPOLITAN STATUS

%%gm ngl;;al Indegz;;irent Su(’t;lili;an

Lowest 22,3 (61) 8.7 ( 32) 28.2 (135)
Low 208 (68) | 2002 (74) | 19.7 (oW
Mediun 17.9 (%9) | 251 (92) | 15.5 (7%)
High 23,0 (63) | 27.5 (101) | 10.9 ( 52)
Highest 12,0 (33) | 18.5 ( 68) 25.7 (123)

X° = 101,403, C = .288, theta = ,120,
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a striking U distribution.- The variance among suburban cities and the
strength of thé two extremes of lowest and highest MPO ratios is sur-
prising,

Observe that suburban and independent cities have opposite dis-
tributions., When Hawley combined these in his "non~central city" caté-
gory he canceled out these unique distributions., His results showed
that "non-central cities" had similar MPO ratios as central citiss,

The data show, however, that the different kihds of non=central cities
differ from one another and from central cities in their association
with MPO ratio.

Though Chapter 2 indicated that city size, like MPO ratio, is
strongly associated with urban renewal ;nccess, city size is only weakly
correlated with MPO ratioc. See Table 20, where the approximate popula-
_tion"size of the quintile are: first quintile, 15,000 to 18,000; second
quintile, 18,000 te 25,000; third éuintile, 25,000 to 35,000; fourth
quintile, 35,000 to 70,000; fifth quintiie, 70,000 to 7,000,000 popula-
tion: The small cities (first three quintiles) have a slight tendency
toward higher MPO ratios. The medium size cities (fourth quintile) have
a slight tendency toward lower MPO ratios. The large cities (fifth quin-
tile) have a little more tendency toward lower ratios and a definite

shift away from "higﬁest" MPO ratios. (An éxamination of 100,000 popu~
lation and over cities shows a similar shift, with only 6.2 percenf of
these larger cities in the "highest" MPO ratio category.)

Income and educational level often are similarly associated
with other variables. This is not the case in.their relationship with
~MPO ratio, Whereas educational level in cities is highly correlated
with MPO r;tio, median income in the cities presents a very mixed pattern,

Table 21 reveals that the lowest quintilé of income, in an opposite

68



COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF CITY SIZE QUINTILE BY MPO RATIO

-

TABLE 20

. (NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

MPO CITY SIZE QUINTILE
RATIO 1st | 2nd 3rd Yth 5th
QUINTILE (Smzllest) (Largest)
Lowest 19.5 (43) | 173 (39) | 17.8 (40) | 21.8 (49) | 25.1 (57)
Low 19.1 (42) | 17.8 (40) | 18.7 (42) | 25,8 (58) | 23.8 (54)
Medium | 23.2 (51) | 18.2 (41) | 18.7 (42) | 12,7 (33) | 22.1 (48)
High 164 (36) | 23.1 (52) | 20.4 (46) | 15,1 (34) | 21.6 (49)
Highest | 21.8 (48) | 23.6 (53) | 244 (55) | 22.7 (51) | 8.4 (19)
Xz = 40.;230, C = 0186’ 'b&u-c = "'.081, ge.mma ==‘ "0101
TABLE 21
COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF MEDIAN INCOME BY MPO RATIO
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)
MPO MEDIAN INCOME QUINTILE
RATIO
QUINTILE Lowest Low Medium High Highest
Lowest 9ol (21) | 2.6 (55) | 27.7 (62) | 31.7 (71) | 8.4 (19)
Low 17.5 (39) | 21.0 (47) | 29.5 (66) | 25.4 . (57) | 11.9 (27)
Medium | 18,8 (79) | 23.2 (52) | 17.0 (38) | 22.3 (50) | 4.5 (33)
High 35.4  (79) | 20.1 (&45) | 16.5 (37) 8.9 (20) | 15.9 (36)
Highest | 18.8 (42) | 11.2 (25) 9.4 (21) | 11.6 (26) | 49.3 (112)

Xz = 24‘8.’4’19' C = .&26' tau-c = .Oq'sp gamma = 0059
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fashion from "lowest" education, tends toward higher MPO ratio. The
highest qnintile'of income does have a strong tendency toward the highest
MPO ratio, as did the highest quintile of education, However, note that
the fourth quintile ("high") income is inversely related with higher MPO
ratio, There is a reverse pattern between cities in these last two
quintiles of incume. The percentages by row reveal that cities with the
highest income quintile (49.6 percent as against 18,6 percent in the
1o§est income quintile), Cities with the lowest MPO ratios are in the
second, third, and fourth (especially the fourth) quintiles of income.
Table 22 presents the weak and negative association of extent of
dilapidation and MPO ratio. Though one might have antieipated otherwise,

it is very different from the distribution of age of housing and MPO ratio.

TABLE 22

» COLUMN PERCENTAGES OF EXTENT OF DILAPIDATION BY MPO RATIO
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES) '

MPO ' EXTENT OF DILAPIDATED HOUSING
RATIO A
QUINTILE Lowest Low Medium High Highest

| Lowest 15.7 (36) | 30.2 (68) | 25.4 (57) | 17.7 (38) | 12.3 (28)

Low 12,6 (29)] 22.2 (50) | 23.7 (53) | 27.9 (60) | 19.4 (L&)
Medium | 4.8 (34) | 21.8 (49) | 18.8 (42) | 20.5 (W) | 20.3 (46)
High 1,3 (33)[10.7 (28) | 17.0 (38) | 22.3 "(48) | 32.6 (74)

Highest 42,6 (98) 15,1 (34) | 15.2 (34) | 11.6 (25) | 15.4 (35)

X% = 148,732, C = o342, tau-c = =,033, gamua = =041
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Cities with the lowest extent of dilapidatea housing do tend to be the
cities with the highest quintile of MPO ratio. Note the percentage “skip"
from high to highest MPO ratio for lowest extent of dilapidation, However,
only 31.7 percent of the cities with the highest extents of dilapidation
are in the two lower quintiles of MPO ratio. _The percentages by row
reveal that cities with the lowest MPO ratios tend to be in the second

and third quintiles (low and medium) extent of dilapidated housing.
Seemingly, MPO ratio (and what it measures) is not merely a simple response
to "need" as represented by dilapidated housing,

Thus Tables 12 through 22 reveal that low MPO ratio cities tend
also to be cities that have low educational levels, are classifiable as
marmafacturing, haye cld housing, ére in the New England region especially
and the eastern part of the country in genéral, have mayor-council form
of government, have low planning budgets, ;re not dormitory cities, are
central cities and one kind of suburban cities, are larger cities, with
middle range income, and middle range extent of'dilapiaated housing,. High
MPO ratio cities, on the other hand, tend to be cities with high educational
levels, afe classifiable as retailing cities, with young housing, in the
mountain region especially and the southerﬁ and western parts of the coun-
try in general, have city-manager form of government, have high planning
budgets, serve a dormitory function,'afe independent and suburban cities,
are smaller, with "highest" and "lowest" income, and "lowest" and "highest"

extent of dilapidated housipg.

. The Association With Controls
Do these associations vary, and if so, in whatlway, vhen controls
are employed? Tables 23 through 30 preéent the column percentages and

frequencies of cities>according to the first four variablss, by MPO ratio,
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first, for all cities and then with selected variables controlleds Many
interesting relationships are to be seen in these tébles, but comment
will be made on only a few.3

Table 23 presents the effects of other variables on the relation~
ship of cities with various educational levels and low MPO ratio. The
serﬁes of percentages of cities according to educational levels (from
highest percentages in the lowest educational level to the lowest in the
highest educational level) remains remarkably similer with virtually all
of the employed controls. The exceptions are eitﬁer where there are a
small number of cases or in cities of the first quintile of size where
the exception is only a slight difference in percentage points. Educa=-

- tional levels, then, have a very'consistent relationship with low MPO
ratio in cities, even when the controls are:emplqyed.

However, it is evident from the datas that each an& all of the
categories o the control variables have unique and modifying effects on
the relationship of cities concerning educational level and low MPOC ratio.
The percentage of all lowest educational cifies which have low MPO ratios
is 86,1 When cities, in addition to having lowest educational levels, are

in the following categories, their percéntages are increased as shown:

3Tables 23 through 30 are given in Appendix B, These tables pre-~
sent the column percentages and frequencies of cities according to the
educational level, functional classification, age of housing, and region,
by MPO ratio and controlled by selected variables, The MPO ratio quintile
is presented by using the lower two quintiles as "low" MPO ratio and the
upper two quintiles as "high" MPO ratio. The third quintile ("medium")
is not presented. The "all cities" classification is the percentages and
frequencies of the association when no controls are employed, and is given
for comparative purposes,

AOnly increases in percentages are shewn in the text, Also
reference is made only to those instances that have ten or more cases.
The writer realizes that this omits refersnce to some strong influences,
The readsr is referred to the tables in Appendix B, '
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Lowest education and highest income =
100,0 with low MPO ratio (13 cases)

-

Lowest education and New England region =
96,9 with low MPO ratio (32 cases)

Lowest education and high income =
95,6 with low MPO ratio (44 cases)

Lowest education and Pacifie region =
95.5 with low MPO ratio (21 cases)

Lowest education and fifth quintile size of city =
95.2 with low MPO ratio (39 cases)

Lowest education and fourth quintile size of city =
O4,7 with low MPO ratio (54 cases)

Lowest education and medium income =
94,7 with low MPO ratio (53 cases)

Lowest education and mamifacturing =
93,8 with low MPO ratioc (121 cases)

Lowest education and Middle Atlantic region =
92,2 with low MPO ratio (59 cases)

Lowest education and suburban cities =
92.0 with low MPO ratio (116 cases)

Lowest education and central cities =
91,8 with low MPO ratio (45 cases)

Lowest education and third quintile size of city =
91.7 with low MPO ratio (33 cases)

Lowest education and low income =
91,5 with low MPO ratio (57 cases)

Thus, these cgtegories (and some others) make significant, posi-
tive contributions toward a city having a loﬁ'MPO ratio, in conjunctien
with, and perhaps in addition to, its lowest educational level,

Table 24 shcws the effects of the variables on the relationship
of cities with various educational levels and high MPO ratios. There are

seven instances of vitiation of the series of percentages according to
educational levels that cannot be explained-away by appeal to small number

of cases. These occur at the categories of young and medium age housing,
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west south central and mountain fegions, independent cities, the smallest

size cities, and medimm income lewvel cities,

In these cases educational

level in the cities does not have a consistent relationship with high MPO

ratio,.

A1l of the control

variables, again) have unique and modifying

effects on the relationship of cities concerning educational level and

high MPO ratioc.

have high MPO ratios is 70.7.

The percentage of all highest educational ecities which

When cities, in addition to having highest

educational levels, are in the following categories, their percentages are

increased as shown:

RS =

Highest educaticn and
93.1 with high MPO

Highest education and
89,0 with high MPO

Highest education and
86.2 with high MPO

Highest education and
83.4 with high MPO

.+ Highest education and

8l.4 with high MPO

Highest education and
81.0 with high MPO

Highest education and
80,3 with high.MPO

It is evident that

retailing =
ratio (68 cases)

highest income =
ratio (113 ecases)

Middle Atlantic region =
ratio (25 cases)

mountain region =
ratio (20 cases)

fourth qulntile of city size =
ratio (35 cases)

suburban cities =
ratio (115 cases)

youngest age housing =
ratio (61 cases)

these categories (and some others) make positive

contributions toward a community's ﬁaving a high MPO ratio in conjunction

with, or in addition to, its highest educational level.

of cities with various functional classifications and_low*MPO ratios,

Table 25 presents the effects of the variables on the relationship

There

are three cases of vitiation of the series of percentages (from highest in
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manufacturing to lowest in retailing) according to functional classifi-
cation, that cannot be explained-away as dus to the small number of cases,
Thesse occur atv the categories of suburban cities, medium income cities,
and high educational level cities, (For educational levels as controls
see Table 23.) Otherwise, functional classification reveals a consisi;ent
relationship with low HPO ratie in the cities,

A11 of the categories of the controls reveal unique, modifying
influence on the relationship. The percentage of all manufacturing cities
which have low MPO ratios is 70.f. When cities, in addition to being
mamufseturing, are in the follewing categories, their percentages are
increased as shown: |

Manufacturing and lowest education = -
63,8 with low MPO ratios (121 cases)

v Manufacturing and oldest housing =
e J0,1 witn low MPO ratics (109 cases)

- Mamufacturing and Middle Atlantic region =
85,7 with low MPO ratios (78 cases)

Manufactﬁring and central cities =
84.6 with low MPO ratios (88 cases)

Manufacturing ‘and New England region =
84,2 with low MPO ratios (48 cases)

Mamzi‘acturing and medium income =
82,1 with low MPO ratios (85 cases)

Mamifacturing and largest city size = -
82.0 with low MPO ratios (73 cases)

Manufacturing and high income =
80,4 with low MPO ratics (78 cases)

. Manufacturing and low dilapidation =
79.6 with low MPO ratios (78 cases)

Mamufacturing and medium dilapidation =
79¢3 with low MPO ratios (73 cases)



Thus these categories (and some others) make significant, positive
contributions toward a city‘s'having a low MPO ratio, in conjﬁnction with,
or additional to, its manufacturing status.

The relationship of cities with various functional classifica-
‘tions and high MPO ratios, with controls, is given in Table 26, In five
instances the series of percentages according to functional classification
are vitiated where sufficiently large numbers of casesAare~involved./ Two
of these five instances, however, involve only slight differences in psr-
centage points., The remaining three instances occﬁr at medium age housing,
west south central region,; and highest extent of dilapidated housing,
Besides these, functional classification has a consistent relationship
with high MPO ratio,.

Again ths categories of the control variables make a difference,
Tre pasrcentags of all retailing eities which have high MPO ratios is 73.9.
When cities, in addition to being retailing, are in the following cate-
gories, their percentages are increased as shown:

Retailing and highest education =
93.1 with high MPO ratios (68 cases)

Retailing and high dilapidation =
889 with high MPO ratios (16 cases)

Retailing and South Atlantic region =
86.3 with high MPO ratios (19 cases)

Retailing and West North Central region =
85,7 with high MPO ratios (18 cases)

Retailing and medium age housing =
85,5 with high MPO ratios (29 cases)

Retailing and not dormitory function =
84,6 with high MPO ratios (93 cases)

‘Retailing and Mountain region =
83,3 with high MPO ratiocs (20 cases)

76



77

Retailing and largest size cities =
83.3 with high MPO ratios (15 cases)

Rétailing and highest income =
81.8 with high MPO ratios (63 cases)

Retailing and medium dilapidation =
81,8 with high MPO ratios (27 cases)

Retailing and central cities =
81,0 with high MPO ratios (30 cases)

Retailing and Middle Atlantic region =
80.0 with high MPO ratios (16 cases)

These categories (and what they measure) make significant, posi-
tive contributions toward a eity’s having a high MPO ratio, in conjunction
with and perhaps in addition to its retailing status.

The relationship of cities of various age housing and low MPO
ratios, with contfols, is shown in Table 27. In four instances the series
cf percentages according to age of housing are vitiated where sufficiently
large numbers of cases are involved, One of these, however, involves
only;a slight difference in percentage points, ‘The other instances are
manufacturing cities, East North Central region; and suburban cities.
Otherwise, age of housing reveals a consistent relationship with low MPO
ratio,. ‘

The controls make a difference, One hundred and sixty-four, or
7202 percent, of all oldest housing citiés havé low MPO ratios. When
cities, in addition to being oldest housing cities, are in the following
categories; their percentages are increased as shown:

Oldest housing and manﬁfacturing =
901 with low MPO ratios (109 cases)

Oldest housing and lowest education =
88,0 with low MPO ratios (88 casgs)

Oldest housing and central cities =
86,7 with low MPC ratios (63 cases)



Oldest housing and fourth guintile city size =
8502 with low MPO ratio (46 cases)

Oldest housing and medium income =
84,8 with low MPO ratios (46 cases)

Oldest housing and fifth gquintile city size =
84,2 with low MPO ratios (53 cases)

Oldest housing and New England region =
82,6 with low MPO ratios (38 cases)

Oldest housing and Middle Atlantic region =
81,7 with low MPO ratios (80 cases)

Oldest housing and high income =
80.0 with low MPO ratios (20 cases)

Thus these categories (and what they measure) make positive con=
tributions‘toward a city®s having a low MFO ratio, in conjunction with,
end perhaps in addition to, the city®s oldest housing status,

5  Table 28 presents among cities ihe relationship of age of housing
candshigh MPC ratio with the other variables employed és controls, (For
'eduqation and fqnctidnal classification as controls see Tables 2Uand 26,)
In thirteen instances the series of percéntages according to age of
housing are vitiated where sufficiently large numbers of cases are in-
volved. These instances are highest and high education cities, retailing
and diversified retailing, South Atlantic, East South Central, and Paci-
fic regions,.cities of all three metropolitan statuses, first and second
quintiles of city size, and lowest income, Only in other instances is
age of housing in a consistent relationship with high MPO ratio in the
cities. |

Again, the conlrols make a difference., We cite only the increases
in percentzge of cities. The pgrcentage of 2ll young age housing cities
which have high MPO ratios is 58,6, When cities, in a@dition to being
young age housing citles, are in the following categories, their per-

centages are increased as shown:
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Young housing and Moumtain region =
83.3 with high MPC ratios (10 cases)

Young housing and retailing =
7846 with high MPC ratios (44 cases)

Young housing and fourth guintile of city sizes =
78¢1 with high MPO ratios (32 cases)

" Young housing and diversified retailing =
74¢3 with high MPO ratios (52 cases)

Young 'héu‘sing and West South Central region =
741l with high MPO ratios (40 cases) -

Young housing and central citijes =
71,7 with high MPO ratios (48 cases)

Young housing and highest education =
714 with high MEO ratios (45 cases)

Young housing and highest income =
714 with high MPO ratios (30 cgsas)

Young housing and medium education =
706 with high MPO ratios (24 Aca.lses)

Young housing and low income =
68,8 with high MPO ratios (22 cases)

Young housing and indspendent cities =
68,1 with high MPO ratios (47 cases)

Young housing and lowsst income =
65,7 with high MPO ratios. (48 cases)

Young housing and high education =
65,4 with high MPO ratios (46 cases)

These categories (and what they measv_.re) make positive contribu~
tions toward a city's having a high MPO ratio in conjunction with, and
perhaps in addition to, the city's young housing status.

The relationship among cities of various regions and various MPO
ratios is given, with controls, in Table 29, In numerous instances it
is difficult to determine whether or not the _ sexiies of percentages in

cities according to regions are consistent because of the few. cases
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involved, However, there are at least four instances where there are a
sufficient mumber of cases and the pattern is disrupted, Theée points
of disruption are central cities, largest size cities, And low and
medium income cities,

Sixty~-five, or 77.1 percent, of all New England cities have low
MPO ratios. (Since this region has the highest percent of low ratios we
will use it for demonstrative purposes, though each region "behaves" some-
what differently with the controls employed.) Whel:l cities, in addition
to being located in New England, are in the following categories, their
percentages are increased as shown:

New England and lowsst education =
96,9 with low MPO ratios (32 cases)

New England and fourth quintile of city size =
95,2 with low MPO ratios (20 casss)

New England and medium income =
. 9046 with low MPO ratios (29 cases)

New England and low education =
86,4 with low MPO ratios (19 cases)

New England and manufacturing =
84,2 with low MPO ratios (48 cases)

New England and central cities =
83,9 with low MPO ratios (26 cases)

New England and high income =
8363 with low MPO ratiocs (15 cases)

New England and oldest housing =
82¢6 with low MPO ratios (38 cases)

New England and suburban cities =
8le4 with low MPO ratios (22 cases)

These categories and other categories (and what they measure)
make positive contributions toward a city®s having a low MPO ratio,

Increases in psrcentages of cities in other regions, with the:



employment of controls, that have ten or more cases and are worthy of
.special notice, are the following:

Central cities in the Middle Atlantic region
increase the percentage by 30.1 porcents (31 cases)

Lowest education cities in the Middle Atlantic region
increase the percentage by 29.1 percent. (59 cases)

Medium income cities in the Middle Atlantic region
increase the percentage by 28.3 percent, (32 cases)

Manufacturing cities in the Middle Atlantic region
increase the percentage by 22,6 percent. (78 cases)

Oldest housing cities in the Middle Atlantic region
increase the percentage by 18.6 percent. (80 cases)

Manufacturing cities in the South Atlantic region
increase the percentage by 33.9 percent. (20 cases)

Sma2llest size cities in the South Atlantic region
increase the percentage by 17.7 percent. (13 cases)

Y Lowest education cities in the East North Central region
@ ineresse the percentage by 34.9 percent. (€0 casss)

Central cities in the East North Central region
increase the percentage by 27.3 (41 cases)e

Largest cities in the East North Central region
increase the percentage by 23,5 (36 cases).

Manufacturing cities in the East North Central region
increase the percentage by 19.2 percent. (99 cases)

High income cities in the West North Central region ,
increase the percentage by 32.1 percent. (11 cases)

Lowest education cities in the Pacific region
increase the percentage by 69.0 percent. (21 cases)

Manufacturing cities in the Pacific region :
increase the percentage by 18.3 percent, (13 cases)

High income cities in the Pacific region
increase the percentage by 9.6 percent. (22 cases)



The tables reveal that all of the variables employed have influ-
ence on the relationship of cities concerhing region and low MPO ratio.
The categories of the variables used that are most influential are: lower
educational level, varicus levels of income, mamufacturing status, cen~
tral and suburban cities, and various size classes (in that order).

Table 30 presents the relationship of cities concerning regions
and high MPO ratios with the several variables employed as controls,
There are too few cases in most cells io determine whether or not the
series of percentages of cities according to region'is consistent, How=-
ever, there is soﬁe indication that the pattern is at least somewhat con-
sistent,

.y Noteworthy increases in percentages of cities in the different
f;gions with high MPO ratiés ares’
u;; Highest cducation cities in Middle Atlantic region
increase the percentages by 63,7 percent. (25 cases)
. Retailing citiss in Middle Atlantic region
. increase the percentages by 56,5 percent. (16 cases)

Highest income cities in Middle Atlantie region
increase the percentages by 52,4 percent. (35 cases)

Retailing cities in South Atlantic region
increase the percentages by 40.6 percent. (19 cases)

Youngest housing cities in South Atlantic region
inerease the percentages by 24.9 percent. (12 cases)

High education cities in South Atlantic region
increase the percentages by 21.9 percent. (23 cases)

Third quintile size cities in East South Central region
increase the percentages by 20,1 percent. (13 cases)

Diversified retailing cities in the West South Central region
increass percentages by 18,9 percent. (33 cases)

Largest cities in the West South Central region
increass percentages by 13,9 percent, (18 cases)
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Highest education cities in the East North Central region
increase percentages by 51.0 percent., (41 cases)

Retailing cities in the East North Central region
increase .percentages by #l.7 percent., (26 cases)

Highest income cities in the East North Central region
increase percentages by 327 percent. (49 cases)

Young housing cities in the East North Central region
increase percentages by 29,5 percent, (12 cases)

-Rstailihg gities in the West North Central region
increase percentages by 36.2 percente. (I8 cases)

Fourth quintile size cities in the West North Central region
increase percentages by 19.3 percent. (11 cases)

Mediumwage housing cities in the Pacific region
increase percentages by 29.3 percent. (17 cases)

Higheét education cities in the Pacifie region
incresse percentages by 25.6 percent. (34 cases)

‘Independent cities in the Pacific region .
inerease percentages by 23.3 percent. (18 cases)

All of the control variables have soms effect on the relationship
among the cities of different regions and high MPO ratio, Medium to
| highest educational levels, the extremes of income, types of retailing
cities, various age of housing statuses, and various city sizes (in that
order) seem to exert the-most‘positive influence on the relationship among

cities of different regions and high MPO ratio.

Interpretation

On the whole the use of the controlé producss few surprises;
given the distribution in the cities of-educaticnal levels, income, age
of housing, etcs Some of the instances where more than one level of
income are associated with greater increases in- the percentage of cities
having higher or lower MPO ratios are surprising, though these may be

attrivutable to the small number of cases and the peculiar association of



incoms levels and ratio levels in fhe citiese That cities with highest
educational levels, or classified as retailing, or in the Souih and West,
or with young housing could be controlled by fourth and fifth quintile
size and still increase the ngcentage (however not frequency) of high
MPO ratio is somewhat surprising. For some reason(s) these variables are
"stronger" than the opposite tendency in larger ciﬁy size to be asso-
clated with low MPO ratios,

Also the useof the controls does not produég rmuech information
about the broad meaning of MPO ratio. The overall "impression" that one
gets is that the educational levels of the cities are more than moderately
dependent on the relative rumber of MPO's, with many of the managers, pro~
prietors, and officials being céllege graduates, The relative number of
MPO®s in a comrmmnity, in turn, are dependent upon whether the city is
primariily s manufacturing or a retailing center. The more retailing,
the greater the number of MPO's relative to the labor force. However,
the MPO ratio is not dependent merely on functional classification, For
exahple, the cities of the East N§rth Centrai region constitute 34.3
percent of the manufacturing cities of the country as against New England
having 14.6 percent of the.mannfacturing cities; nevertheless 77.1 percent
of all the cities in New Engiand have low MPO ratios against 54.7 percent
of all the cities in the East North Central region, and 84,2 percent of

the manufacturing cities in New England have low MPO ratios against 73.9

percent of.the manufacturing cities in the East North Central region,

A1 of the variables seem to be interrelated, and some appear to
be very complex relationships. But this is neither the sole nor the most
decisive limitation in getting beyond “impressions" and getting to con~

vincing answers about the broad meaning of the MPO ratio. Again, the



most decisive limitation is that there are too many unknown factors: the
size of the other categories of professional and work groups in each
community, the ralative mmber of the different occupational groups within
the MPO category, etc.

Nevertheless, the study has presented solid datalabout sane of
the characteristics of cities that have low MPO ratios and some of the
characterisﬁics of cities that have high ratios. We move now to the
second and third phases of ingquiry concerning MPO ratio and commmunity
power structure,

At this point, for the sake of argument, the assumption ig made
that MPO ratio is a measure of community power concentration. The
question becomes: Is low MPO ratio a measure of greater concentration
of power and high MPO ratio a measure of lesser concentration?

‘Hawley argued that low MPO ratio is a measure of greater concen-
'tration of power. The study has demonstrated that low MFO ratios are to
be found in cities that tend to have cerfain characteristics, Therefore,
Hawley is led to say that communities of greater concentration of power
are comrmnities thal have these certain characteristics.

Hawley logically must say that cities with greater concentration
of comtmunity powsr are cities that tend fo be: low in educational level,
classifisble as mamufacturing cities, with old housing, in the New England
region especially, the eastern part of the'counthy in general; cities
with mayor-council form of govermment, low in planning budgets, not-
dormitory citles, central cities and larger, more industrialized suburban
cities; larger cities in general, with middle range income, and middle
range extent of dilapidated housing, Cities having the first four

characteristics in scme kind of mutual combination or in combination with
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the other listed characteristics or in combination with a number of the
inceme levels are even more likely to be cities that also have centralized
powsr étructures.

The other side of Hawley's argument, that he did not hesitate to
make explicit, is that high MPO ratio is a measure of lesser concentra-~
tion of power., Therefore, Hawley logically must say that cities with
lesser concentrations of commmnity power are cities that also tend to
be: high in educational level, classifiable as retailing, cities with
Yyoung housing, in the Mountain region especially aﬁd the southern and
western parts of the country in general, cities with cilty manager form
of govermment, with high planning budgets, that are more likely than low
MPO .cities to serve the dormitory function, independent cities and
smaller, more retail-centered suburban cities, are smaller in general,
withy"highest" and "lowest" income, and "lowesl" and “highest™ extents
of dilapidated housing, Citieé having the first four characteristics
in some kind of mutual combination, or in combination with the other
. listed characteristics, are evenlhore likely to‘be cities that also have
decentralized power structures, Also, in combination with the first four
“variable-characteristics" the cities may be larger and also be cities
with decentralized power structures. Three of the four “varisble-
characteristics" have unique associations: high.educafion and retailing
cities in the Middle Atlantic region, retailing and young housing cities
that are central cities, and retailing cities with mediwi dilapidation
and not-dormitory status also tend to be cities with dscentralized power
structures.

Is Hawley's argument made more convincing or less so when one

sees the kinds of cities he is led to say are assoclated with centralized



pﬁwer structures on the one hand and decentralized power structures on the
other hand?

In the introduétony'section'of the theslis it was noted that other
researchers have been concerned with the associaticn of community power
structure and other community structures or characteristics, Claire
Gilbert (1968) did an extensive survey of community studies of other
researchers who dealt with power structure in any way. Her survey re-
vealed that city type is a better predictor of type of power structure
than is either population size or economic base, If it is granted, with
Hawley, that MPO ratio is a measure of type of pcwer structure, then
Gilbert's finding is in agreement with Hawley concerning population size
’and ig in conflict with him concerning econbmic base or functional classi-
fication. Gilbert found that central cities strongly tend to be pluralis-
tic in power structure, that residential suburbs have factional structures
with a ruling group, that industrial suburbs have multi-pyramidal struc-
tures.with aggregates of leaders who do not form a group, and that inde-
pendent cities are less pluralistic than other cities, Hawley®s inter-
pretation of MPC ratio is in conflict with these findings in every case,
Gilbert's survey revealed that large cities tend to be pluralistice
Hawley's interprelation leads him to say that large cities are more coh-
centrated powsr structures. Gilbert found that sowthern cities are less
pluralistic than cities in the Northeagt,'North Central, and West,
Hawley's interpretation of the data is that southern and western cities
tend to have more pluralistic (less concentrated) power structures and
the northern and eastern ones have the most concentrateds In conclusion
. Gilbert writes, "There ié a trend in the United States away from cen=

tralized forms of power structures in local communities and toward more
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pluralistic structures" (1968:155)e In Chapter 2 it was demonstrated
that among the cities that could be compared (50,000 populatién and over
cities) there has been a definite lowering of the MPO ratio between 1950
and 1960, In conflict with Gilbert's findings, Hawley's interpretétion
would have to be that in the past decade there has been a movement towaxrd
centralized forms of power structure.

John Walton (1966a, 1966b, 1968) also surveyed the studies of
other researchers, but limited himself to the worké of social scientists
who dealt primarily with community power structures In his later article
he sought to offer a unifying theory concerning his findings. From the
survey he found that competitive or decentralized power struéturss are
associated with absentee ownersﬁip of companies, adequate ecocnomic resources
including a prospérous business cbmmnnity and low rates of poverty, satel-
lite status, and political party competition., The only possible measure
we have of absentee ownership is large manufacturing plant. (This assumes
that absentee owned companies tend to be larger,) Cities with large manu-
-facturing plants strongly tend to have IOW'MfO ratios which Hawley would
interpret as greater concentrated power structures. Owr only possible
measure of prospercus business commnity and low rates of pove?ty are
degree of retailing and median income, As noted earlier, median income
presents a mixed picture. Nevertheless, the data, as interpreted by
Hawley, show that it is the poorer citiés (high rates of poverty) that
have decentralized power structures and that the next to fhe most pros-
perous quintile of cities have centralized structures, This is in con=~
flict with Walton's findings, However, the data, as interpreted by
Hawley's thought, also reveal that the most prosperous cities and the
retailing cities are the most decentralized. In fact, 82 percent of the



cities that have this combination of characi';eristics have high MPO ratios.
This is in agreement with Walton. Satellite status as measured by subur-
ban cities presents .'that unique distribution of extremes of both greater
and lesser power concentration. We do not have variables on political
party competition except possibly the indirect measures of mayor=council
government and large city size. Both of these characteristics are asso-
cig‘bed with low MPO ré.tios y» le€os greater concentrated power structures
~and not decentralized structures.. ‘

Walton's survey also found that the following variables are not
significantly associated with commnity power structure: region, popu—
lation size, industrialization, economic diversification, and type of
government, AIf MPO ratio is a measure of comnunity power s‘bructu:c_-e,
cur findings are 1n conflict with Walton's AI,.:ecause all five variables
havesbeen found to bo significantly associated with MPO ratio.

Walton's explanatory theory is that interdependence of a commmity
with the "larger society" leads to decentralized. power structure, If
high MPO ré.tio is interpreted to measure decentralized power structure,
‘then my findings would not tend to support his theory. For example, I
would be hard pressed to argue that the Mountain region, as egainst the
New England or the East North Central regions, is more interdependent with
the larger society.

Hawley'®s use and interpfetation of MPO ratio is at odds with most
of the findings from these two surveys of past case studies. Let us con-~
sider particular studies.

Maurice Pinard (1963), in the same year that Hawley published his

study, reported that "highly integrated communities" are successful in

the fluoridation issue, His measures of highly integrated communities were:
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small size, low unemployment, natural growtl; rather than rapid growth or
declining commmnities, small proportion of men in the labor force who are
managers and professionals., Hawley's concept of greater power concentra-
tion and Pinard®s thought about highly integrated communities are some-
what similare As far as the writer can determine, neither researcher
was aware of the similarity of their msasures concerning proportion of
managers to the labor force, However, there might be a conflict, Our
data show that small size is not positiveiy- associated with low MPO ratio
and, thorefore, with greater power concentrations This may represent a
difference in "centralization" and "integration," however, and not be a
real coni']:r.c‘t betwezen the studies.

Crain ano. Rosenthal (1967), dea.l'mg with eight issues areas which
included urban renewal and fluoridation, found that populations w:rth mediunm
boshigh educaticnal levels have less mob.l.l:s.za tion in ail of ‘I:he.»e areas
than 'do- cities with low and the very highest educational levels. Their
:i;zlterpretation of this was that increase in educational level leads to
participatisn, decentralized structures, controversy, and immobilization.
The exeepfian of the very highest educational level was interpreted as
"erossing a threshold" where one has an'educated elite and centralization
of power, resulting in mobilization,

According to Hawley's interpretation of our data, medium to
high educational levels are associated with decentralized power structures
in citiese This is in agree_ment with Crain and Rosenthal, Howéver, the
reverse in the highest level of education that Crain and Rosenthal i‘cund
is not indicated in our data. In contrast to Crain and Rosenthal, Hawley
would bé led to say highest educational level cities are the most inclined

to be cities with decentralized power structures. Nevertheless, note that
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the overall interpretation. of the data of centralized structures resulting

in nobilization and decentralized ones leading to immobilization is simi-
lar in Hawley and Crain and Rosen‘thél.

Paulson, Butler, and Pope (1969) made reference to beth Pinard
and Hawley's work in their study of power structure and public welfars in
North Carolina counties. They used the MPO ratio as a measure of power
structure, though counting only the males among the MPO's and in the
labor force. Their dependent wariables were .OEO appropriations per family, -
welfare ceses per ons thousand population, and welfare obligations per
capita. Their findings were opposite to those of Hawley. They found
that high MPO ratic was significantly and consistently associated with
these nmeasures of public vm]:fam. As a footnote they say that they sub-
sequently used urban renewal expenditures as a dependent variable; and
though the association was not statistically significant, it was in the
'd:‘n_.reg:tion of high MPO ratio and greater urbzn renewal expenditures. They
interpreted their difference with Hawley by reference to size of conmmu-
nity,; ieee, they were studying counties where thers were very few cities
with pepulation over 10,000, They ccncluded that in small commmities
decentralized power structures get things done,

Unless there is a "threshold point,;" size does not adequately
explain the difference in findings, Small size commnities as a whole
have higher MPO ratios than larger cities; but among the smallest cities,
15,000 to 18,000 population, our data show that lower MPO ratios are

associated with urban renewal success.5 Perhaps the opposite results were

S5as will be noted shortly, Alford and Aiken have shown that
urban renewal status and urban renswal expenditures (the measurs used by
Paulson and others) are highly correlated.



caused by either the first or a combination of the first and second
things: Paulson and the others used counties rather than cities and
primarily used a different issue area (even though urban renewal expen-—
ditures were subsequently tested)s- The data reveal that the difference
is not caused by a regional or state peculiarity. The South Atlantic
region and North Carolina in particular reveal the pattern among small
cities of low MPO ratio equals successe |

Terry Clark (1968), using zero-order correlations, found that
larger population cities and economically diversified cities tend to have
decentralized power structures, whereas cities with city managers and
highly educated populations tend to be centralized structures. He
measured economic diversification by a dichotomous classification of
communities ranked by Nelsbn as diversified or financisl, and all other
commnitisse Educational level was messured simply by the median years
of public educaﬁion completed by the residents of a community. Our data
as interpréted by Hawley give opposite resultsvfrom Clark's findings con=-
‘cerning three~cut~of-the~four commmnity characteristics. Concerning tbe
fourth, econcmic diversification, Clark was working with a dicholomous
classification that combines, and,rtherefore, cancels out, our two oppo=
site extremes of manufacturing and retailinge. Our data as interpreted
by Hawley reveal that diversified communities tend to bé in the middle
of the centralization-decentralization spectrum,

In Clark®s study of the 51 cities that ranged in population size
from 50,000 to 750,000, decision-making was investigated through inter-
views of a standard panel pf eleven informants in each community, A
"score of decentralized decision-making structure" was computed for each

city by getting the number of major actors in each of five decisional
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stages (initiation, support, opposition, etc,) of four standard issue
areas (urban renewal, election of mayor, etc.). Thisigives a.20—ce11
matrix for each community concerning participation and overlap. Clark®s
exaﬁple may clarify the procedure.s Imagine a community where the mayor
initiated action on a decision, was supported by the downtown business-
men, and opposed by the labor unions and the newspapers. The mayor was
the major negotiator between the various groups. And the mayor-
businessmen ceczlition prevailed, .In this siiuatioﬁ, the total number of
actors in the issue would be four: mayor, businessmen, labor unions, and
newspaper. I1f these same four actors, again playing the same roles, were
the cnly ones involved in the other three issues, there would still be
only a total of four actors in all issue areas, which, divided by the
number of issue areas, yiélds a final score of one for the community.
“This *centralized.commnity"” would rank near the bottom of Clark's scale
of decentralization (Clark, 1968:580),

The present writer secured a list of the 51 cities with their
- index scores from Clark. These wére ranked'and collapsed into a three-
part scale of centralized, medium, and decentralized cities,

As mentioned above§~J6hn Walton (1966) summarized 33 case studies
dealing with 55 cormmunities, From the studies, which range in time from
1953 through 1964, Walton classified the commmities as: pyramidal,
factional, coalitional, or amorphous. ‘Fyramidal strﬁcture is monolithic,
monopolistic, or a single concentrated leadership group.. Factional struce-
ture has at least two durable factions., "Coalitional" refers to fluid co-
alitions of interest usually varying with issues, "Amorphous" refers to
the absence of any persistent pattern of leadership (Walton, 1966:431~

432),
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Walton sent the present writer a list of the actual names of
the communities with their classifications. Some of these were counties,
some were cities with less than 15,000 population. Twenty-seven of the
cities could be used and are included in Table 31, and may be compared
with Clark®s findings and a classification based on MPO ratio,

The MPO category in Table 31 is computed by ranking the 74 MPO
ratios and, similar to Clark's scores, collapsing them into a three-
part scale of centralized, medium, and decentralizéd cities. . This,
of course, assumes with Hawley that the lower the EPO ratio the more cen-
tralized the power structure of a city.

The findings of the different studies, using different methods,
are highly contradictory. Taking Clark's measure of centralization of
power in the 51 commnities and relating it to ths MPO ratio for these
cities, Alford and Aiken found a corrslation coefficient of ~49 (1963:

68).6 Thus communities that Clark classified as’having centralized power

structures had high MPO ratios, which Hawley argued were more decentralized,

The contradictions are to be found not just between Clark's and Hawley's
studies, Note the studiés that Walton surveyed. Of the four cities
(Atlanta, Battle Creek, Seattls, and Syracuse) that were the subjects of
duplicate case studies, only one had the second study concurring with
the first.

Robert Alford and Michael Aiken (1969) have argued against the
centralization and integration models of community power structure.

They offered a model that "starts with the assumption that commnities are

6The present writer found Alford and Aiken's statistical measure
of the data of Hawley and Clark after the procedure of comparing the
two studies had been decided upon.
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COMPARISON OF POWER CONCENTRATION OF SELECTED

CITIES

Akron, Ohio
Albany, Gae.
Albany s N.Y.
Amarillo, Texas
Atlanta 9 Ga ®

Baton Rouge, La.
Battle Creek, Mich,

Berkeley, Calif.
Birmingham, Ala,
Bloomington, Ind,
-Bloomington, Minn,
Boston, Mass.
 Bountiful, Utah
Buffalo, N.Y.
Burlington, N.C.
JLambridge, Mass,.
Bharioltte, N.C.
Clifton, N.J.
Corpus Christi, Texas
Dallas, Texas
D‘Jrham, NoCn

‘El Paso, Texas
"Buclid, Chio

Fort Worth, Texas
Fullerton, Calif,
Gary, Ind.
Greenville,; S.C.
Hamilton, Ohio
Hammond, Ind,
Indianapolis, Ind,.
Irvington, N.J.
Jacksonville, Fla,
Lansing, Mich,
Long Beach, Calif,
Loraine, Ohio
Malden, Mass,
Manchester, N.H.
Memphis, Tenn,
Miami, Fla.
Milwaikee, Wis.
Minneapolis, Minn.
Mount Clemens, Mich,
Newark, N.J.

TABLE 31

CLARK

Medium

Mediuvm
Centralized
Medium

Centralized
Centralized

Centralized
Medium

Decéntralized

Decentralizsd
Centralized
Centralized

Centralized

Medium
Medium
Medium
Medium

Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized

Decentralized

Centralized
Centralized

Decentralized
Centralized
Mediun

Decentralized:
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized

MPO RATIO

Centralized
Decentralized
Mediunm
Decentralized
Mediunm

Decentralized
Medium

Medium
Medium
Centralized
Decentraliized
Centralized

‘Decentralized
Centralized

Mediunm
Centralized
Decentralized
Medium
Decentralized

Decentralized -

Decentralized
Medium
Decentralized
Medium
Medium
Decentralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized
Centralized
Medium

Medium
Medium
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized
Medium
Medium
Medium
Centralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Centralized

CITIES
WALTON

Factional
Pyramidal
Pyramidal &
Coalitional
Amorphous
Pyramidal &
Factional

Coalitional
Pyramidal

Pyramidal

Pyramidal
Pyramidal

Coalitional
Coalitional

Factional

Factional

Factional

Amorphous

Amorphous
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CITTES

Newburg, N.Y.

New Haven, Conn,
Palo Alto, Calif,
Pasadena, Calif,
Phoenix, Ariz.
Pittsburgh, Penne
Saint Louis; Mo
Saint Paul, Minn,

Saint Petersburg, Fla,
Salt Lake City, Utah
San Francisco, Calif,

San Jose, Calif,
Santa Ana, Calif.
Santa Monica, Calif,
Schenec:'tady s N.Y.
Seattle, Washe

Shreveport; La.
South Bend, Ind,
Springfield, Orz,
Syracuse, N.Y,.
Tampa » Fla.
Tuscaloosa, Alae
Iyler, Texas
Utica 'y N.¥Y.

Waco, Texas
Yarren, Mich,
Waterbury, Conn,.
Waukegan, Ill,
Winston~Salem, N.C.
Ypsilanti, Mich,

CLARK

Medium
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Medium
Medium
Decentralized
Centralized
Medium
Centralized
Centralized
Medium

Mediuwm

Decentralized

Decentralized

Decentralized
Centraliged
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized

TABLE 31--Continued

MPO_RATIO

Centralized
Centralized
Decentralized
Decentralized

Decentralized -

Centralized
Centralized
Medivm
Decentralized

Decentralized

Medium
Medium
Decentralized
Medium
Centralized
Decentralized

Decentralized
Medium
Centralized
Decentralized

Decentralized
Decentralized
Decentralized
Medium '
Decentralized
Centralized
Centralized
Centralized
Medium
Centralized

WALTON

Amorphous
Cealitional

Pyramidal &
Coalitional
Pyramidal

Coalitional
Coalitional &
Coalitional

Coalitional

Pyramidal

Pyramidal
Factional



composed of loosely integrated and relatively uncoordinated centers of
power (1969:4), Their basic hypothesis is that communities with more
centers of power and numerically more and qualitatively more extensive
exchange relationships among them will be better able to mobilize for
collective action than will comrmmunities with fewer centers of power and
fewer interfaces (exchange relationships), even when the factors of com-
rmunity need are held constant,

Alford and Aiken used a varietyvbf indirect indicafors and mea-
surss of the mumber of genters of power and interfaces in a cormunity.
Ohe cluster concerns social heterogensity and includes: percentages of‘
persons of foreign stock, of non-white persons, and of persons in pri-
wvate schools, A second category is bureaucratization of the local
ngQErnment and is measured by the propertion of city employees pesr thou-
;san population. (They state thatthis measure is highly corrslated with
otﬁer méasures,ongovernment bureaucratization,) A third cluster of
:variables concern political structure of a city and includes: mayor—
ccouncil form of govermment, partisan and ward eiéctions, and a relatively
‘fiargér nuwaber of councilmen. The other indicators and measures are age
and size of the city.7 They argue that these diverse indicators are
thenmselves correlated. |

These indicators and measures were emplcoyed as independent
variables against the dependent variables of four measures of urban
renewal participation and success. Thé four measures ares one, urban
renewal status (completion stage through never—in~the-program, including

the other-type-projects in the appropriate stagés); two, log number of

7A1ford and Aiken found a .72 correlation between age of
housing and age of eity in their study of 582 cities.



urban renewal dollars reserved per capita; three, number of ysars after
1951 it took the city to enter the program; and four, number of years it
took after state enabling legislation was presents These four measurss
were found to be highly correlated with each other (Alford and Aiken,
1969:24), However, they mainly used the fourth measure.

The independent variables were shown to explain 42,99 percent cof
the variancs in the years possible measure. By far the best "explainers®”
were population size, age of city, and percent of populatién that is non=-
wvhite, Large, older cities with high percent of non-white population are
better able to mobilize for community action and are more decentralized
according to Alford and Aiken,

They did not use MPO ratio as an independent variable. However,
in the light of Clark®s findings and their reccgnition in Hawley's study
of the importance of some of the control vafiables, they commented that
IOW'MPO.ratio appéars to be a measure of decentralized power structure

rather than a measure of centralized structure (1969:54) o

What has been the logical form of our argument through this process

4of.camparing Hawley's interpretation of the data with the findings of
other studies and using community characteristics? The form of the érgu—
ment has been: 3if low MPO rétio is a measure of greatser power concentra-
tion, then cities with greater power concentration are -cities that also
have certain community characteristics. We have used other studies to
“show" that in most cases centralized power structures are not associated
with these carmmnity struétures. Therefore, there are reasons to believe
that low H?O ratio is not a measure of centralizéd power structure. This
is a weak avgument. It has the logical forms of arguing from the nega-

tive and affirming (though the negative was used) the consequence. In
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addition the argument rests upcen other studies which are questionable
in their own right. Nevertheless, some reasons to question Hawley's
assuméiion and argument that low MPO ratio is a measure of centralized
power structure have been found; and, indeed, one might wonder if MPO
ratio is a measure of any kind of power structure.

, The argument-can be carried further, One may "test" Alford
and Aiken's suggestion that Jow MPO ratio is a measure of decentraliza~-
tion. A strbnger logical form of argumentation can be used in this case,
Again, the assumption is made that MPO ratio is a measure of power struc—
tare. The form of the argument is:if low MPO ratios are found in cities
with certain community characteristics, then low MPO ratios are measures
of decentralized power structure., We will see whether or not we are
gbquto affirm the "if proposition" and thérefore be able to deduce the
"then proposition".

The studies “"show" that the commmnity strtctures and characteris-
tipégthat are assoclated with decentralized power structures are: larger
cities, older cities, with a higher proportion of non—whites, cities with
economic diversity, adequate economic resouices, with absentee owmership,
ceﬁtral cities and industrial suburban cities, satellite cities, with
higher (though not the very highest) educational levels, with political
party competition, in the North and East; and cities that in general are
more interdependent with the larger society. Are low MPO ratios found
in such cities? According to my data, low MPO ratios are found to be
associated with most of the above characteristics in cities. As noted
before, my study does not have data or comparable data on: proportion
of non-whites and eccnomic diversity. We have ohly in@irect measures of:
adequate economic resources, absentee'owhership, age of cities, and poli-

tical party competition, In three of the cases the indirect measures
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indicate low MPO ratios, which interpreted by Alford and Aiken, mean
decentralized power structﬁres., In the case of adequafe economic
resources, our indirect measures present something of a mixed picture,
though tending toward high MPO ratios. Satollite cities may be either
residential or industrial suburban cities, the former having high MPO -
ratios, the latter having low MPO ratios. Higher educational levels
have high MPO ratios, Alford and Aiksn's interpretation of low MPO
ratio (low MPO ratio indicating decentralized power structure) in all
cases "fits" Walton'®s theory about interdependencs with the greater
society, though lowest educational level arnd interdependence ars soms-
what difficult to reconcile. .

The results of our "test" of Alford and Aiken's interpretation
of low MPO ratioc as indicating decentralized power structure are not
decisive, There are three possible exceptions and one definite conflict.

This one results from Crain and Rosenthal's interpretation of their data,
Their findings are that communities with medium to high levels of sduca=-
tien are not successful in mobilizing for commnity action in eight
issue areas, Their interpretation is that medium to high levels of
education leads to parﬁicipation; decentralization, and conflict with
blockage. However, Alford and Aiken have pointed out in another regard
that the association may be interpreted differently., High education
means lack of need, which in turn means lack of participation, which
means centraiized power structure and lack of mobilization (Alford and
Aiken, 1969:53).

In sumary of the "tests" of the two interpretations, it appears
that Alford and Aiken's interpretation of lOW'ﬁPO ratio fares more
favorably than does Hawley's., Yet our tests are limited by the logical
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form of the argument in the case of Hawley's interpretation, by the num-
ber of variables with which this study has to work, and by the other studies
used as standards, some of which aré not consistent in findings even among
themselves,

If MPO ratio is a measure of power concentration, it is not the
'best conceivable measure, It has problems, It lumps tegether very diverse
occupations, some of which could hardly be significant for community
power structurs. It excludes some occupatioﬁal~groups that would seem
to be very important in considerations of power structure (See Appendix C).
It does not get at important dimensions ofvpower structure and community
decisionmmgking; for example, issue areas, and power used in blocking
commuhity actionse In Chapter 5 more will be said in criticism.

At this point, note just one more inadequacy; that is, MPO ratio
Iz.net ths best predicter of urban renewal success. We now turn our
'atteption to Chapter 4 and to the factors that are correlated with urban

renewzl status and success,.



CHAPTER IV
URBAN RENEWAL *SUCCESS" AND COMMUNITY POWER

At the conclusion of the replication chapter, in Table 9,
other variables were shown to be associatedAwith urban renewal status
in a pattern very similar to that of MPO ratio and urban renewal status,
In the present chapter these associations will be more fully presented.
In Chapter 3, concerning MPO ratio as a measure of power concen-
tration, other studies were presented that dealt with various variables
associated with urban renewal participation and success. The researchers
offereduvarious.interpretations of their findings. In the present chap-

iter these interpretations will be reconsidered,

Findings
Table 32 presents wvarious measures of the associations of
selected variables and urban renewal status.l Age of housing and city
size quintiles are moderately associated with the urban renewal statuses.
MPO ratio, functional classification, and extent of dilapidation quintile

are associated with the statuses enough to be noteworthy.

1Chi square and contingency coefficients are used as in Hawley's
study. Theta and lambda measures, where appropriate, are employed in
this table, but were not calculated for all associations presented in
the present chapter. Since contingency coefficients do not have a maxi-
mum score of 1.0, varying according to number of rows and columns, the
coefficients have been adjusted in the most conservative way by stan-
dardizing them according to the larger number of rows or columns,

102



TABLE 32

MEASURES OF ASSOCTATION OF SELECTED VARIABLES AND URBAN
RENEWAL STATUS (RANKED ACCORDING TO THE STRENGTH
OF THETA AND LAMBDA MEASURES)

VARTABLE ASSOCIATED Contingoncy
STATUS XZ Coefficient | Theta Lambda
Age Housing Quintile 231.986 53 . e 342
City Size Quintile 234,806 456 338
MPO Ratio Quintile 141,011 .36 .270
1 Functional Classification 104,807 0331 0220V
b’i:usa.pidation Quintile 16742473 | o 354 .216'
Median Income Quintile 136,540 .360 192
Dermitory Function 74,870 o274 «192
Edﬁca.tion Quintile 62,358 e251 4175
Metropolitan Status 207,129 433 114
Region 214,876 25 JOU5
Type Gove‘rnment 34,032 188 «009
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In addition, same of the categories of the lower ranked variables
are highly correlated with some of the urban renswal statuses in cities;
for example: 40 percent of the cities in the east south central region
have reached completion stage, and 77.1 percent oflthe highest income

cities have never been in the program,

“Particular Variables and Urban Renewal

Tables 33 through 42 present column psrcentages and frequencies
of all cities according to ten of the variabtles by the six urban renewal
statuses, Table 6 in Chapter 2 presents the association of MPO ratio and
the urban renewal statuses,

Thé age of housing quintile by the urban renew%l statuses is
shown. in Table 33, Older housing cities ténd'to be in the program and
to push on to execution and completion stages., Tounger housiﬁg>cities
1tend not £o be in the program. The medium and old housing cities have
more tendency to drop out of the program. The young housing cities have
greater tendency to be in the other-type-projects.

The city size quintile by the urban renewal statuses is given
in Table 34, The pattern of the‘distribution is very similar to that
of the four class sizes presented in Chapter 2. The larger cities tend
strongly to be in the program and to successfully complete their programs.
The fourth quintile cities, 35,000 to 70,00Q‘population, have the greatest
tendency to arop out; and the largest cities have the least tendency to
do sos The larger cities are more inclined toc enter the other-type-
projects; but this may be because they are more inclined to enter the

whole urban renewal program,



TABLE 33

QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CITIES (AGE OF HOUSING)
BY URBAN RENEWAL STATUS *PERCENTAGES BY COLUMNS,
NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

AGE OF HOUSING

URBAN
RENEWAL
S'TATUS Youngest Young Medium 014 Oldest
Completion Stage 5.4 13.5 12.1 19.7 3.4
(12) (30) (27) - (L) (78)
| Execution Stage 6.7 17.5 - 25,0 26.5 34l
(15) (39 (56) (59 (78)
| Planning Stage 2.7 3.1 8.9 6.7 Lo
1 (6) (7?7 (20) (15 (10)
I)Z‘O})Qut 306 el 6.3 6.3 3.5
( 8) ( 5) (14) (1) ( 8)
Never in Program 79,0 55,6 42,9 35,9 18,9
(177) (124) (96) (80) (43)
Other Type Projects 2.7 8.1 4.9 4,9 L4
( 6) (18) (1) 1) (10)

2

* X° = 231,980, C = Jill, theta = ,342
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QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CITIES (SIZE QUINTILE - SMALL
TO LARGE) BY THE SIX URBAN RENEWAL STATUSES

TABLE 34

*(PERCENTAGES BY COLUMN, NUMBER OF

CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

| URBAN SIZE QUINTILE
RENEWAL ‘

STATUS 1st 2nd. 3rd Lth 5th
Completion Stage 569 8.0 12,0 17.3 41,9
: . (13) (18) (27) (39) (95)
Execution Stage 14,1 19.1 20,4 25,8 30,4
(31) (43) (46) (58) (69)
’~P1anning Stage 8.2 3.6 ‘6.7 563 2.2
: (18) (8 (15) (12) ( 5)
Dropout 4,5 4,9 4,0 6,7 1.8
(10) (1) (9 (15) (%)
Never in Program 6540 ; 61.3 52,4 3862 15.4
(143) (138) (118) (86) (35)
Other Type Projects 2.3 3.1 4.4 6,7 8.4
( 5 (7) (20) (15) (19)

%% _ 234,806, C = 416, theta = .338
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Tables 33 and 34 reveal very similaf patterns, except not as
great a percentage of cities with youngest and oldest housing are in
completion stage as are smallest and largest cities; and a greater
percentage of the youngest and oldest housing cities have never been
in the program.

In Chapter 2, Table 6, we saw that cities with lowsr MPO ratios
tend to participate successfully in the program., Higher MPO ratio cities
tend strongly not to enter the program. éities with second quintile MPO
ratios (next te lowest) have the gregfest tendency to drop out, Cities
with medium size ratios are the most likely to enter into the other-type-~
projects.

. .MAnufacturing and diversified manufacturing cities are the more
'likely of the funétional classes to enter tﬁe program and push on to
. execnkion and c§mpletion. Sce Table 35. Rétailing cities display a
strong tendency not to enter the program, Industrial cities, differing
from the other types of predominantly manufacturing cifies, have the
greatest tendency both to drop out and to participate in other-type-
projscts.

Cities with higher extents of dilapidation tend to participate
with success in the program, as is seen in Table 36. Note that the fourth
quintile is even more likely to do so than the cities with the highest
quintile, Communities with the lowest extent of dilapidation are very
unlikely to enter the program. The cities with high dilapidation (fourth
quintile) have greater tendencies both to drop out and to enter other-
type-projects. |

Age of housing, city sizs, MPO ratio, functional classification, and

dilapidation display similar patterns in their association with urban



TABLE 35

ALL CITIES OF DIFFERENT FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATIONS,
BY URBAN RENEWAL STATUS ~*(PERCENTAGES BY
COLUMNS, NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

ECONOMIC FUNCTICNAL CLASSIFICATION

7 7
o o o

b o 2 H S o &0

£ 7 S5 55 5

URBAN o o o fr o

9 =3 o g o o

RENEWAL £ g 5 & A% ®

} STATUGS = - a § aQx o=
Completion Stage 23.5 8.8 26,0 12.4 7.0
(92) (.3 (50) (28) (14)
{ Execution Stage 24,3 29,4 - 28,6 23.5 10,6
(95) (10) . (55) (53) (21)
{ Planning Stage 5.4 | 2.9 52 5.3 k0

(21) (1) (10) (12) ( 8)

Dropout

5,1 8.8 4,2 Lo 1.5
(20) (3) :} 7( 8) (10) ( 3

Never in Progran 37.1 L1.2 31.3 | 49,1 724
(145) (4) (60) (111) (1’4-4)
Other Type Projects b6 8.8 L7 503 4.5

as) | (3 | (9 a | 9

2 .
* X = 1014'.80?, C = 0302’ theta = 220
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QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CITIES (EXTENT OF DILAPIDATION)

TABLE 36

BY URBAN RENEWAL STATUS *(PERCENTAGES BY COLUMN,
NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

URBAN EXTENT OF DILAPIDATION
RENEWAL .
STATUS Lowest Low Medium High Highest
Completion Stage 4.3 15,6 22.3 21,9 21.6
(10) (35) (50) (47) (49)
Execution Stage 740 21.3 | 29.9 3042 22,5
| (16) @s) | ¢ | ® |
Planning Stage 1e3 6.2 4,5 4,2 9.7
( 3) (1) (10) (9 (22)
Dropout 3.0 beS 5okt 6.0 2,6
: (72 (11) (12) (13) (6)
Never in Program 80.0 . u6,7 33.9 31.6 38.3
(184) (105 (76) (68) (87)
Other Type Projects 4.3 5¢3 4,0 6.0 5.3
(10) (12) (€9 (13) (1z)

2
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renewal status, Age of housing revealé greater ranges in percentages from
completion to never-in-program statuses., MPO ratio has a shorter range
especially in the first quintile; likewise manufacturing, functional
classification and highest extent of dilapidation are not as discrimina-
ting between completion and never-in-program.

Table 37 reveals that the quintiles of median income are less dis-
criminating among the cities in the program. The low and medium income
cities have greater tendencies to be ih the program than the lowest quin-
tile. The highest income cities have a strong tendency not to enter.
Cities with medium and high incomes have greater tendencies to drop out,
Lowest income cities are the most likely to enter. other-type-projectss

Cities that are classifiable as dormitory cities have a very
strong tendency to never ehter the program, See Table 38. In contrast,
nonﬁdermiﬁcry cities are mors likely to enter tune program, to drop out, and
to enter other-type-projects.

Table 39 shows that educational levels are even less discriminating
_among the cities than are income éuintiles. . Still, cities with least
education are inclined to participate and push on in the program, Cities
at the highest educational level tend to never enter, Low education
cities are more inclined to drop out. High education cities have the
greatest tendency to enter other-type projects. ’

Metropolitan status by urban renewal status is presented in
Table 40, Central cities have a strong tendency to be in the program at
execution and completion levels. Both suburban and independent cities
-have tendencies in the opposite direction; suburban cities especially
tend to never enter the program. Independent cities have more of a
tendéncy,than the other two kinds to drop out of the program. Central

cities are more likely to enter the other-type projects.
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TABLE 37

QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CITIES (MEDIAN INCOME)
BY URBAN RENEWAL STATUS *(PERCENTAGES BY COLUMNS,
NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

URBAN MEDIAN INCOME
RENEWAL
STATUS Lowest Low Medium High Highest
Completion Stage 21.1 24,1 2342 13.4 4,0
(47) (54) (52) (30) (9
Execution Stage 21,1 29.9 | 24,1 21,6 10.6
4?) 67) | () (55) (24)
| Planpning Stage 6.3 7.6 4,5 4.9 2.6
(14) (17 (10) (1) (6)
DI‘OpOut 306 4,0 ’ 5014' 5.8 3.1
(8 (9 (12) (13) (7)
Never in Program 41,7 29,5 37¢5 55,5 77.1
(93) 66 | @ | @2y | @73
| other Type Projects 6.3 4,9 5.k 5.8 2.6
Q) @) | Q2 13) ( 6)

2
* X = 136,540, C = 329, theta = ,192




TABLE 38

ALL, CITIES ACCORDING TC DORMITORY FUNCTION, BY URRAN
RENEWAL STATUS *(PERCENTAGES BY COLUMNS,
NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

URBAN DORMITORY FUNCTION
RENEWAL
STATUS ' No Yes
Completion Stage 19.0 Te5
(178) (14)
Execution Stage 24,3 10.8
(227) (20)
Planning Stage 6.0 1.1
(56) (2
Dropout ﬂ4.5A 3.8
(42) . (7)
Never in Program L4o,6 4.7
(380) (139)
Other Type Projects | 5.6 2.2
(52) (%)

* X% = 71,87, C = .250, theta = .192



TABLE 39

QUINTILE DISTRIBUTION OF ALL CITIES (EDUCATION),
BY URBAN RENEWAL STATUS *(PERCENTAGES BY COLUMNS,
NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

URBAN EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

RENEWAL

STATUS Least Low Medium High Highest

Completicn Stage 24,2 20,0 17.7 14,1 9.6
(54) (46) (39) (31) (22)

Execution smge 27.8 23,0 23.2 20.9 15.3
(62) GH | G | @ | 3G

Planning Stege 4.0 8.7 3.6 2.3 7.0
(9 (20) ( 8) (5 (16)

Dropout 4,0 5.7 5.0 4,1 3.1
(9 a3z | di (v | D

Never in Program 35.0 39.1 4y, 5 52.3 60,7
(78) (90) (98) (1s) | (139

Other Type Projects h,9 3.5 5.9 6.4 4.4

: (11) ( 8) (13 (14) (10)

2

* X7 = 62,358, C = 229, theta = ,175




TABLE &0

ALL CITIES OF DIFFERENT METROPOLITAN STATUSES, BY URBAN
RENEWAL STATUS *(PERCENTAGES BY COLUMNS,
NUMER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

- -
REU Immu‘ AL METROPOLITAN S TATUS
1 STATUS Central Suburban Independent
Cities Cities Cities
Completion Stage 35.9 9.2 12,5
(101) (44) (46)
Exscution Stage 32.5 . 16.5 21.5
(89) (79) (70)
Planning Stage 2.9 3.6 9.1
' (8) 7) (33)
Dropout 2.9 4,6 5.2
( 8) (22) (19)
Never in Program 16.8 62.3 47.4
(46) (298) (174)
Other Type Projects 8.0 3.8 L
(22) (18) (16)

« x° = 207,129, C = .395, lambda = 114
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Cities in the various regions present an interesting pattern in
relation to the urban renewal statuses., See Table 41, Surprisingly,

a higher percentage of cities in the east south central regicn have
reached completion stage than cities in any other region. When comple-
tidn, execution; and planning statuses are collapsed, however, cne

sees that New England has the highest per;entaée,of cities in the pro-
gram, The middle Atlantic region is a close third behind the east south
central region with percentage of cities in the program, That the south
Atlantic and east south central regions have higher percentages of

cities in the program than the west north central and east north central
regions is interesting. Regions west of the Mississippi have high per-
qutages of éiiies that have never entered the pfogram. Surprisingly
'higﬁ are the ?9.6‘perqent in thé west south_central region and the 66,9
psrcent in the Pacific region., Surprising alse is the industrialized
east north ceniral region with its low percentage in completion stage
andfhigh percentage in never-in-program status, Cities in the New England,
the east north central, and Mountain regions haQe a greater tendency to
drop oute Cities of the south Atlantic, west south central, and Mountain
regions have greater tendency to enter the other-type-projects,

Table 42 reveals that the only type of govermment with over one-
half of its cities in the program is the commiésion type. Mayor-council
type hés a higher percentage than city mansger type in the program, City
manager cities have greater tendencies never to enter the program and to
enter other-typs-projects, Hayor—conncil cities are more inclined than
the othefs»to drop out,

Thus Tables 33 through 42 reveal that older housing cities, larger

" cities, with lowsr MPO ratios, classifiable as manufacturing or diversified



TABLE 41

ALL CITIES OF DIFFERENT REGIONS, BY URBAN RENEWAL STATUS
*(PERCENTAGES BY COLUMNS, NUMBER

OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES) -
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CENSUS REGIONS
5 e B B

L 2134|848 | B4l 8 o

URBAN & %.’ tletl2g|g]=e |FE] 8 o

RENEWAL =oledl 53|88 (82|88 |85 § | €

STATUS 2H[Ezl ok A48 (28188 |28 2 | &
Completion Stage 2645 9.6 | 20,9 | 40.0 | 6.4 |13.3 J13.4| 0.0 7.3
(22) |(53) } (27) | (28) 1 (7)) | (35) f13) (0)j@)
Exscution Stage 38.6 [31.8 | 24,0 ] 16,7 {11.9 ] 18.9 §17.5]18.0 }18.5
1032) [(57) | (31) [ (20) § (13) | (80) (27 | ( 2) §(28)
Planning Stage 7.21 5.0] 7.8]10.0] 1.8} 3.4 | 9.3}10.0} 1.3
(6))(9N1QA0 (629 ((N]C5](2)
Dropo‘u‘t 70 24 8 3.9 5.0 0.9 6 8 3 1 800 2.6
(BRI }A8) (3N (B](H)
Never in Program 13.3{27.4| 34.9} 25.0 | 70.6 '54 2 |53.6] 54.0} 66.9
(1) j(#9) | (#5) § (15) | (77) | (A&3)1(52) | (27) | (101)
Other Type Projects{ 7.2| 3.4| 8.5| 3.3| 8.3] 3.4 | 3.1]10.0] 3.3
(Y| A2 (NI (D] (515

« X% = 214,876, C = 401, lambda = .O45



TABLE

42

ALL CITIES OF DIFFERENT TYPE GOVERNMENT, BY
URBAN RENEWAL STATUS *(PERCENTAGES BY
COLUMNS, NUMBER OF CITIES
IN PARENTHESES)

TYPE OF GOVERNMENT

RENEWAL

STATUS Commission City Manager Mayor-Council

Completion Stage 32.5 13,7 17.1

(38) (75) (78)

Execi;é:icn Stage 19,7 20,9 24,0

e (23) (134) (109)

| Planning Stage 6.0 - 4.8 5.3

(7) (26) (24

'Dr:'op;;zt 2,6 3¢5 5.9

( 3) 19 (27)

Never in Progran 35.9 51.5 43,1

(52) (281 (196)

Other T'ype Projects 3.4 5.7 4.6

(%) (31) (21)

* X2 = 34,032, C = .172, lambda = .009
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manufacturing, with higher extents of dilapidation, low-to-medium income
levels, classifiable as not—-dormitory, with lower levels of education,
that are central cities, on the Atlantic seaboard and in the South East,
with commission form of government have greater tendencies to enter the
progranm and push on to execution and ccmplefionvstages. Younger housing,
smaller cities, with higher MPO ratios, classifiable as retailing, with
Jlowest extents of dilapidated housing, highest income, classifiable as
dormitory, with highest levels of educatibn, that are suburban cities,

in the west south central region especially and the West in general, with
city manager form of government are more likely never to enter the pro-
gram, The types of cities that have the greatest tendency to drop out
ares. - msdiuméto—old housing, 35,000 to 70,000 pofulation cities, with
low but not 1cwes£ MPO ratios,.classifiable_as industrial, with high but
not highest extent .of dilapidatién, mediwm to high incomo, classifisble
as pqﬁwdormiteny,.with low but not lowest educational levels, independent
cities,; in New England, the east north central, and the Mountain regions,
with mayor-council form of govermment, Cities that have a greater ten-
dency to enter the other~-type-projects are: young, but not youngest,
housing cities, larger cities, with medium sizerMPO ratios, classifiable
as industrial or diversified retailing, with high but not highest dilapi-
dation, lowest income, classifiable as not-dormitory, with high but not
highest education, that are central cities, in the south Atlantic, west

south central, and Mocuntain regions, with city manager form of government.

The Associations With Controls

‘Since the main concern of the thesis is with urban renewal success
and the variables associated with it, the employment of controls has been

limited to the association of the variables with completion stage of the
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urban renewal program. Tables &3 through 51 present the column per-
centages and frequencies of cities according to nine of_thé variables,
by completion stage, first for all éities and then with selected vari-
ables controlled, Again, many interesting relationships are to be seen
in these tables, but comment will be made on only a few.2 |

Table 43 presents the effects of other variables~on the relation-
ship of cities with the quintiles of age of housing and completion stage.
The series of percentages of cities according‘to agé of honsing remains
remarkably consistent in pattern with all of the controls employed. The
only exceptions are where there are a small number of cases (ten or under)
involved.

Howsver, it is evident from the data that all of the categories
of the control variables have unique and modifjing effects on the rela-
tienship of the-cities concerning age of housihg‘and completion stage.
Youngest throwgh oldest housing cities that also are the largest size
cities are much more likely than therﬁavérage" (the quintiles of age of
housing by completion stage without controls) to reach completion stage.
This is true when controlled by central cities also. Young housing cities

that also are in the east south central region, or have the highest

2Tab1es 43 through 51 are given in Appendix D. These tables
present the colurmn percentages and frequencies of cities according to
age of housing, city size, MPO ratio, functional classification, dilapi-~
dation, income, education, metropclitan status, region, and type of
government, by completion stage of urban renewal and controiled by
selected variables. The ®all cities" classification is the percentages
and frequencies of the association when no controls are employed, and is
given for comparative purposes,

3Increases and decreases are cited in the text where there are
instances of 10 or more cases. The writer recognizes that this omits
reference to some control categories that have strong influence on the
associations, Again, the reader is referred to the tables in Appendix D.



dilapidation, or high MPO ratios, or classifiable as diversified marnufac-
turing greatly increase in percentage over the average of cities that
reach completion st#ge. 01d housing cities that also are classified as
lowest MPO ratio or diversified manufacturing cities greatly increase the
percentage that reach success. Oldest housing cities that also are in
the middle Atlantic region, or have medium dilapidation, or lowest MPO
ratios, or medium income, or commission form of government. greatly increasse
in percentage reaching cémpletion stage. Oldest housing cities signifi-
cantly decreass in percentage reaching completion ﬁhen they also are
independent cities, or suburban cities, or in the east north central
region, or mayor-council cities.,

The effects of other variables on the relationship of cities of
varicus sizes and completion stage are presented in Table LYy, The series
of pergentages of cities according to city size remains consistent in
pattern with virtually all of the employed controls, except at the cate=
gory of cities with lowest educatibn.

Still, it is evident that all of the categories of the control
variables have modifying effects on the association of cities concerning
size and completion stage. The "medium" through the "largest" size
cities that also are oldest housing cities gre much more likely than the
average to reach completion stage.4 Fourth quintile size cities that
also are in the middle Atlantic region, or have lowest MPO ratios, or
low incoms, or commission government greatly increase in:percentage over
the average of cities that reach completion stage. Largest cities that
also are in the New England, middle Atlantic, or south Atlantic regions,

or that have lower MPO ratios, or are classifiable as manufacturing, or

qSee Table 43 where size may be interpreted as a control variable.



122

have commission government greatly increase in percentage (not frequency)
reaching completion stages. Largest cities significantly decrease in
percenfage reaching completion stage when they also are suburban cities,
low dilapidaﬁion cities, have medium MPO ratios, or high income level.
Table 45 and the two preceding tables present the effects of
other variables on the relationship of cities of variocus MPO ratios and
completion stage. The series of percentages of cities according to MPQ.
ratios is vitiated at three categories where the number of cases is suf-
ficiently large., These instances are: old housiné, larger'size, and
cities with city manager form of government,
- A1l of the categories of the control variables have some degree
of influence on the association., The lowest through medium MPO ratio
cities that also are in the middle Atlantic region are much more likely
~dRan the average cities to meach coxpletien., This iz true of'thoée cities
that are controlled by central city status, also. Lowest MPO ratio
cities that also are largest size, or have old housing, or highest
dilapidation, cr lower income, or commission forms of government greatly
increase in percentage reaching completion. Low and medium MPO ratio
cities when also classifiable as diversified manufacturing cities have

& greater tendency to be among the cities that find success. Decrease
ir the percentage of cities that reach completion are ﬁoteable when low
MPO ratioc cities are also in fourth quintile of size, have old housing,
city manager government, or independent city status.

The effects of the other variables on the association of cities

of various functional classifications and completionrstatus are given in
Table 46 and the three preceding tables., There are six disruptions of

the pattern of the series of percentages accordiﬁg to functioral -



classification, These instances are: oldest housing,llargest size,
commis5ion government, low income, central city status, and middle
Atlantic regionm,

Notesworthy modifications of the associations are made by many
categories of the control variables. Mamufacturing, diversified manu-
facturing, and diversified retailing cities when controlled by largest
size and central city status are more likely to reach completion stage.
Mamyfacturing and diversified manufacturihg.cities that also have commis-
sion form of government, or medium dilapidation, or medium income are
nore likely to reach éompletion. Having lowest MPO ratios, or oldest
housing or low income or being in the middle Atlantic region increass the
changes thatvﬁamnf&cturing cities will be successful in the program., Low
' MPO ratios and.thé south Atlantic region afé assoclated with increases
in the tendency of diversified manufacturing citizs to reach complatichne

Table %7 and the preceding tables present control variables with
the-a;sociation of extent of dilapidation and completion stage. There
are eight vitiations of the series of percentages according to dilapida-
tiqn; One is 2z matter of a very slight percentéga. The other seven are:
largest size, oldest housing, low income, medium education, lowest MPC
ratio,; city manager and mayor council government.

Cities that have low through highest extent of dilapidated housing
are much more inclined tovreach completion stage if they also are largest
size cities, or central cities, or cities with lowest MPO ratios, 01ld
housing, or mamufacturing,‘of lowest education, or being in the niddle
Atlantic region increases greatly the percentage of cities with low and
»medium dilapidated housing which reach complstion, High dilapidated

. housing cities are much more inclined to be'succeésful in the program if
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they are also low income, diversifisd manufacturing, or South Atlantic:
region eities. - Oldest housing, or diversified manufacturing, or com-
nission form of governmsnt, or east south Central region contribute to
the percentage of highest dilapidated housing cities that reach comple-
tion., Independent city status is associated with a decrease in the per-
centagey of high and highest dilapidated cities that arehsuccessful.

The association of median income and completion stage, with
controls, is given in Table 48 and the-preceding tables, Instances of
vitiation of the series of percentages according to income are: \largest
size, oldest housing, diversified manufacturing function, mayor-council
government, end middle Atlantie region.

All of the categories have modifying effects on the assonciation,
Cities at all levels of income are mnch-more likely to‘reach completion
 stage-3f they are also largest size citles, Cities with oldest housing
or diyersified manufacturing status among the cities from lowest through
_medjum income ave much more inclined than other cities from lowest through
medium income o reach completion stage. Central cities and manufacturing
cities among the lowest through high income level cities give greater
promise of success. Lowest and low income cities that also have commis-
sion government have greater tendency to succeed, as do low through medium
income cities that also are in the middle Atlantic region. Lowest income
cities are much less likely to reach completion if they are also indepen-
dent cities or in the south Atlantic region.

Table 49 and the earlier tables reveal the effects of the control

variables on the association of educational levelsy and completion stage.

There are four instances, where there are sufficient number of cases, where .
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levels., These are oldest cities, with mayor—-council government, high
dilapidation, and nedium income,

All of the Eategories modify somewhat the association. Again,
city size and central city status greatly increass the percehtages for
all educational levels, Oldest housing cities increase the percentage
for lowest through medium educational levéls. Low education cities that
als0 have low income levels are much more likely than the average low
education city to reach completion, Medium education cities that also
have o¢ld housing, or medium income, or are in the rmiddle Atlantic region
are much mors likely to succeed., The highest dilapidated cities among the
high education cities have a greater tendency to push on to completion,

~ The preceding iables and Table 50 present the effects of controls
on the association of‘metrbpolitan status and completion stage. In five
instapges the independent and suburban ecitiss switch from the pattern
of thgrseries.ef percentages, These instanqes are: oldest housing,
highest dilapidation, low and mediwm income, and commission form of
‘government, All of the categories of the control variables modify to
scme extent the association, Lowest MPO ratio cities, or commission
type cities, or cities in thg east south Central regions increase signi=-
ficantlylthe percentages for all three metropolitan statuses. Central
cities and independent cities in the middle Atlantic region are rmuch
more likely than "the average" city of these statuses to reach completion
stage. Cities that are manufacturing, or largest, or with old and oldest
housing, or lowest educational level significantliy raise the likelihood
of urban renewal success fpr both central cities and suburban cities,
Central cities® likelihood of reaching completion stage are decreased
when they are also cities with high MPO ratios or diversified retailing

status,.
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Table 51, with ths preceding tables, presents the association,
with controls, of the regions and completion stage. In most instances
there are too few cases to determine with confidence the consgistency of
the pattern of percentages according to regions. However, where there
are sufficient nuuber of cases, or nearly so, the pattern appears to be
renarkably consistent.

Again, because of the scarcity of the cases in each matrix, we

are limited in comments on increases and decreasss of psrcentages, Cen-

tral cities or largest cities in the following regions are much more likely

to reach completion stage than are the "average" cities: in the New
England, the middle Atlantic, south Atlantic, east south central, west
south central, east north centrél, and the west north central regions,
Cities in the middle Atlantic and east north central‘regions which also
are widesl housing cities have greater tendencies to reach completion
stage.

The employment of controls produces only a few surprises, given
- the distribution of the cities acéording to éompletion stage by age of
housing, size, MPO ratio, etc, The five categoriss of the variables that
are the most highly correlated with completion stage are: largest size
cities (41,9 percent of them reach completion), east south central region
(40,0 percent), central cities (36.9 percent), oldest age housing (34.4
percent), and commission government (32;5 percent), These are the cate-
gories that repeatediy combined with oﬁe another and with the other cate-
gories to give increases in percentages. It is somewhat surprising that
high MPO ratio combined with young housing produces a sizeable increass
in percent of cities that reached completion, Both of these categories
taken separately do not lead in that direction. Also, it is somewhat
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surprising that oldest housing when combined with mayor-council govern=-
ment meant a significant decrease in percentage reaching completion stage.
Why thers should be more of a decrease than when oldest housing is com~
bined with city manager govermment, the writer does not know, This points
to one of the two most unexpected findirgs: cities with commission-=type
government are much more likely to reach completion stage than are cities
with either city manager or mayor-council governmspts. Because of the
other variables associated with success (larger cities, central cities,
mahufacturing cities, eéc.) one might have anticipated that mgyor-council
typs of govermment would be most highly associated with completion stage,
The strength of commission government for success cannot be explained
just on a regional tasise Though it is found in greater numbers in the
middle Atlantic and east south cehtral regions, it is present throughout
.the country, £And cormission cities tend to reach completion irregardless
of region,

The other most unexpected finding is.the very high percentage of
cities in the east south central region that reach completion stage. This
holds regardless of controls, The contrast between this region and the
west south central one is remarkable, It is like two different worlds.
The contrast remains with all controls employed. Yet, interestingly snough,
it is the south Atlantic region more than the east south central one that
most often makes the greatest increase in percentages when combined with

other variablese.

Inte tation
How do my data compare with the data and interpretations of other

researchers?



George Duggar (1961), in an early study of the characteristics
of cities participating in the urban reneﬁal program, concluded that
once having ente;ed the program cities with different forms of govern-
nent displayed no significant difference in tendsncy to arrive at exe-
cution stage, nor in tendency to drop out of the program (Duggar, 1951:
56). Our newer data, especialiy using completion stage,~conflicts with
this earlier finding, All three types of government differ in their
participation and success in the program and differ in their tendencies
at dropping out (See Table 42),

Crain and Rosenthal (1967), as noted above, interpreted their
data saying that cities with middle-to-highly-educated populations are
not successful in urban renewal programs because education leads to -
increased participation and decentralizétion,'which lead to controversy
‘and.conflict, with the results of immobilizaticn. They found that
‘eities with the very highest education levels, howsver, were able to
mobilize for commnity action. QCur data does not.reveal this reversal at
-thg,vgxy.highgﬁx:e@gggﬁiqqg;ul?vel.”?The,sQéées of percentages are con-
siStenf%fromfiéﬁés£'tﬁréugh-%he highesi‘éducaﬁiéngl level. (See Table
39,) It was noted in Chapier 3 that Crain end Rosenthal's interpreta-
tion of high educational level leading to conflict and jrmobilization
is open to question, ~Medium to high education may be interpreted as
lack of need with the consequence_of lack of participation, which in
turn results in immobilization., The vital points in détermining which
interpretation is more accurate are the participation or lack of partici-
pation of educated populations and the kinds of structures in which
educated populations do and do not participate, Studies probably could
be cited that would lend support to both interpretatiogs on these vital

pointse
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Paulson, Butler and Pope (1969), in the counties of North
Carolina, found that high MPO ratios were positively associated with
success in welfare programs, and in a lesser degree were positively
associated with larger urban renewal expenditures., They accepted
Haﬁley's'interprétation of high MPO ratios meaning decentralized com-
mmity power, and concluded that in small communities decentralized
power makes for success in community programs. Though my data is on
the basis of cities and not counties, my data consistentiy reveal that
all-size cities, including the smallest, tend to have low MPO ratios
associateﬂ with urban renewal success. Earlier the difference between
counties and cities was offered as a possible expalnation of the dif-
ference in size of MPO ratio in Paulson and the others*® study on the one
hand and Hawley's and my studies on the other hand., At this point it
‘might be:added that myy data reveél.that small poorer communities are
ruuch more likely than~other income levels of small cities to enter the
program and push on to execution and completion, HoweQer, I have no
controls for.MPO ratio on this association;

Alford and Aiken (1969) have argued that decentralized power
structures are more likely to mobilize for federally funded community
action programs such as urban renewal. They argue that the more centers
of power and the more.exiensive interfaces between them in a community,
the more decentralized its power structure énd the more readily and
successfully it can mobilize, Their data are very similar to that of
the present study. Their data, as they interpret them; are not inconsis-
tent with their hypothesis. However they have only the most indirect
measures of centers of powsr and interfaces. These measures are age

and size of city,; percent non-whites, etc. They are forced to make
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nunercus assumptions in order .to £i11-in the causal links between their '
nominal and operationgl definitions of commnity power structure,

Terry Clark (1968b) found that decentralized power structure is
positively correlated with urban renewal expenditures, even though he
began his study with the hypothesis that centralized structures would be
so correlated. His references indicate that he was depehdent upon Hawley's
study for this earlier expectation. Clark _did not question Hawley's
interpretation of low MPO ratio. Rather he sbught to explain the dif-
ference by reference to "fragility", that is, the urban renewal program
has tecame a less fragile comminity program with the passing of years
(Clark, 1968b:587). Insofar as this explanation implies that with the
pasez,ng of years cities will enter the program with higher MPO ratios, my
data conflict with this explanation. The comparison betwsen MPO ratios
,@nu._950 and 1960 rcveals that the ratios of cities in the program have
become smaller not largers Clark's operaticnal definiticn of decentrali-

‘ zaéi}ion is the relative number of different actors in different roles in
di#ferent, selected commmunity issues, Tha"b"the index scores of decen-
tralization are based in part on selected commnity issues is a point of
possible eriticism of Clark's study. Nevertheless, the method and measure
are open to replication th;at could be extended 'l;o different kinds of issues.
The biggest drawback of the method and measure are that they are geared
to case studies. This is what Hawley and Alford and Aiken were attémpting
to get beyond.

Hawley argued that greater concentration of comminity power leads
to successful urban renewal parb;cipation. Alford and Aiken and Clark

have argued Just the opposite. ‘Do my data suppert Hawley or the others?

1

~
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My dats reveal that certain commmunity structures and characteris-
tics are associated with cities that reach urban renewal success. These
are: older housing, larger cities, jaith lowsr MPO ratios, classifiable
as mamifacturing or diversified manufscturing, with higher extents of
dilapidation, low-to-medium income levels, classifiable as not-dormitory,
with lower levels of education s central cities, on the Atlantic seaboard
and in the south east region, with comissidnvform of govermment, Such
structures and characterﬁ.stics tend to fit best with the structures and
characteristics "found" o be associated with decentralized power struc-
tures (rather than with the structures and characteristics found to be
associated with centralized power structures) by most othsr studies in
t&_xe fleld. A.s in Chapter 3, there are excep*tioné; but our conclusion is
'tha'b;the data are ;11_1.9__1‘_9_ easily iﬁtegrated in‘to a decentralization interpre-
tation. '

The logical form of our argument in this case is strong. Our
c@ngl;'z.sion is weak, however, because the fit of data and interpretation
is a_i-,\;natter of degree and because of our reliancé on other studies which
are open to question in their own right.

Nevertheless, this chapter is mutually supportive with the pre~
ceding one, If MPO ratio is a measure of‘ commmunity power concentration
(even though it may not be the best conceivable one) and low MPO ratio
indicates decentralization of commmunity power, then in this chapter we
have demonstrated that dscentralized commnity power as measured by MPO
ratio and by other measures émployed_ by other researchers are correla.ted
with urban renewal participation and success. Likewise this "test" in
this issue area, adds another variable (urban renewal success) to the

" 1ist of those characteristics that are associated both with decentraliza-

tion and with low MPO ratio.
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In Chapter Three it was shown that Hawley's interpretation of
low MPQ ratio is questionable. The same, of course, is true of his
interpretgtion of high MPO ratio,. Further, it was showun that Alford
and Aiken's suggestion (that low MPO ratio might better be considered a
measure of decentralized power structure) was more consistent with the
data and'findings of other studies, In the pfesent chapter, we have
questioned Hawiey's interpretation that urban renewal success is asso-
ciated with centralized power structures, It has been shown that urban
reanewal success is more likely to be associated with decentralized powsr
structures,

Such reversals of Hawley's interpretations require further
examination and explanation, Part III of the thésis is one such attempt,
‘ We return to Hawléy‘s published study, Chﬁpter five is a critical examina-

tion of the more theoretical aspects of his study.



PART III

HAWLEY CRITIQUED
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CHAPTER V
THEORETICAL PROBLEMS

This chapter deals with Hawley®s assumptions, and his use of
language and 1ogic in his published study, If it can bs shown that
Hawley®s interpretation of the data is based on questicnable and faulty
reasons and reasoning, then the reader has further grounds for rejecting

it.

Assumptions

ca Hawley'ggggggg that greater concenf#ation of power leads to
gﬁgg&er probability of sucesss in any commuﬁity collective activity, Hs
put his assumption in the form of a hypothesis and sought to test it in
his.étudy. He believed that his test supported the assumption. However,
Hawley also assumed and presumed other things iﬁ his test, These assump-
tions and presumptions may not Be valid, If they are important for the
test, then the test may not be valid, If the test is not valid, then
Hawley is back where he started with an "pntested" assumption.

What aré some of these other assumptions and presumptions? One,
Hawley presumed that MPO ratio measures concentration of community powsr.
MPO ratio became his operatiocnal measure of concentration of power. One
may question the adequacy and appropriateness of his operational measure,
Our earlier findings concerning the community characteristics associated

with low and high MPO ratio, when compared with other studies, are grounds
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for questioning this movement from nominal fo operational definitions,
Low and high MPO ratios were seen as somewhat incpnsistantly associated
with the commnnity‘chafacteristics that othér studies had found to be
associated with centralized and decentralized concentrations of power.
(Further, it was seen that low MPO ratios are associated with the
characteristics that most other studies found associated with decentralized
power structure.) Cther grounds for questioning the adequacy of his
operational measure will be given bslow. ‘At.this point we simply note
that Hawley made this presumption, that it is somewhat questionable, and
that it is an all~important part of his test.

Two, Hawley presumed that low MPO ratio measures greater concen-
tration of commun?ty power, Hawley argued for this presumption on a
| theoretical level and made it sound convincing, Below we will see that
under critical examination his argument is not as convincing as it first
appearse DBut note that it is a presumption. A leap of faith from the
operational measure to the nominal concept is always required, and we are
questioning this particular leap of faith. Whgt his data and mine actually.

show is that low MPO ratio is consistently and significantly associated

with urban renewal success., The data do6 not show directly that greater

concentration of community power is consistently and significantly asso-

ciated with urban renewal success. The data reveal the latter only if one
is willing to presume with Hawley that low MPO ratio measures greater con-
centration of community powers

One can take the same data and presume that low MPO ratio measures
less concentrated or decentralized community power. This is what was done
by Alford ard Aiken, In Chapter Three their presumption was tested. Com-

parison with other studies of the communityfcharactéristics associated
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with decentralized power structure showed that this latter presumption
is more consistent with the fihdings of the majority of thesse other
studiess What would seem to be required of this latter preswnption
about low MPO ratio measuring decentralized power structure is a con-
vineing theoretical framework. An indicationAof such a2 theoretical
framework will be given in the concluding section of the thesis,

Three, Hawley assumed that urban renewal success was a good test
of his first assumption, Two things shouid te noted about this, First,
Hamley‘assumedvthat the urban renewal program is a good measure of
community collective endeavors. This may be questiened. In some cities
it may be the concern of only a few persons. The data merely show that
low MPO ratio is positively associated with arri§a1 at execution and
completion stages‘of urban renéwal. An assumption is necessary to say
that loz, MPO ratios are npositively associzted with community cclloctive
endeavors. Second, Hawley.assumed that this one issus-area (urban
renewal) is adequately representative of all issus-areas. This may be
questioned, The positive asscciation of low MPO ratio with urban
renewal success does not assure the positive association of low MPO ratio
with welfare programs, for example (Paulson and others, 1969). One might
lock more closely at this particular issue-area of urban renewal and
might see that "success" in this area requires different commnity
characteristics =-- possibly including a sémewhat different power struc-
ture -- from the requirements for “success" in pollution control or
Y“success" in school integraﬁion, etce Except for the Paulson study (1969)
there have been no investigations of the relationship of MPO ratio and other
issue-areas, That study, as will be remembered, dealt with counties and

not cities.



Four, Hawley assumed that the resources of power and exchange
relationships ef power were fixed, The MPO®s had the derivative power;
and when they were relatively smalllin,number, they could exercise it
"successfully." This assumption is questionable at three points. First,
it neglects the possible divisions and differences within the MPO cate-
gory, irregardless of how few MPO's there might be. Sec&nd, it neglects
cqnsideration of the relative power of other categories of the labor
force. Third, it neglects serious consideration of the possible unique-
ness of communities because of historical antecedents, personalities,
arxl the éther factors the present study considered.

Al} four of the above assumptions or presumptions are important
for Hawley's test of his first assumption,. It has been shown that all
four are very questionable, if not invaiid. If so, Hawley®s test is
- mb-convineing. e is left with what he began with, an assuvmption that
 gregter concentration of community power leads to greater probability

of :success in any commnity collective activity,

Linguistic Problems

Hawley®s theoretical argument, at the beginning of his articles,
is convincing at first reading., Closer examination, however, reveals
that part of the convinecing force of the argument is dependent upon his
using words with more than one referent, |

"Concentration", perhaps the most vital word in his article, has
at least two referents-in his study, It refers both to small number and
to unity and potency. Hawley says that lower MPC ratio is a measure of
greater concentration of power, This sounds reasonable tc the reader
because lower MPO ratip-means smaller number of MPO's relative to the

total labor force, But does lower.MPO rétio'also mean greater unity
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and potency for the MPO®s? Not necessarily. There very well may be
Jnternal differences and divisions among the MPO'S hregardlessd the
size of the group. And certainly the argument is possible that as this
category of persons becomes smaller other categories increase in potency
or strength in regards to cormunity power. Hawley®s mcvement from
nominal to operational definitions and thus his whole argumeﬁt is made
more convincing because of the combining of these separable referents

of the word “ccncentration®,

Two, Hawley says that power "must be exercised through the mana-
gerial functions of the subsystems (1963:424), Given the systemtic
framework, the reader is not inclined to disagree. However, this may be
because "managerial functions" has several referents. For example,
fathers and mcthers could be thought of as pefforming the manzgerial
fungfion in the fgﬁily, ministers in the churches; lawyers in legal
matters, etc, ﬁawley, however, limits the "managerial functions" to
the personnel classified as MPO's. Further,‘Haxley is ambivalent zbout
the meaning of "subsystems" at this point. The one place where he gives
examples, he lists: “family, church, store, industry" (1963:423). Yet,
his MPO category which is exhaustive of those who fulfill the managerial
functions according to him, does not include the managers of families
as such (parents) and the managers of churches (ministérs).

Three, Hawley writes that it is the managerial functions that
"co-ordinate" the several other functions in their respective subsystéms
gnd "articulate” the latter with the larger system (Hawley, 1963:424),
This is ambivalent at numerous pointse First, managerial functions may
refer to what parents, lawyers, and others do or it may refer only to
what MPO's do. The ;atter is the interpretation that Hawley gave later
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in the article, Second, do "co-ordinate" and "articulate" mean that
MPO55 are the influentials and decision-makers? Bruce Straits under-
stood Hawley to be saying,
We have a power pyramid with policy makers at the apex, fol-
lowed by the managerial functions which are active in imple-
menting policy decisions, and with the number of managerial
personnel as measured by the MPO ratio forming the base
(1965:78)
Hawley responded that the MPO'’s are the policy makers, Nevertheless,
there is ambivalence in the published stuﬁy-at this point. Third, are
all the MPO's policy makers? Surely some are very inconsequential as
community influentials and decision-makers.

Four, the word "system", as used by Hawley, is both vague and
extrems., On the one hand it is extreme,s The system is the only loca-
tion. of power. It is completely separable-from an individual. It is
1ikesa separate thing, even a separatevsupef-person. Hawley writes
such phrases as "the system exercises its power" (1963:423)., On the
other hand, it is vague because "the syétem"'isvnot just a community,
it is a model that Hawley is using. It is vague, too, in the sense
that when he speaks of the subsystems he is ambivalent.

Five, Hawley writes of "crises"'and'"eﬁergencies" occuring for
the cormmunity (1963:423), His argument is that where derivative power
is highly concentrated the commnity is able tolact as a unit in an
emergencys The design of the sﬁudy is that urban renewal presents such
an emergency situation. "Crises"” and "emergencies" have many referents,
One cluster of meanings is sudden and unanticipated occurances., It
seems reasonable to the reader that such crises would best be met by a

few ready men. But, is urban renewal such a crisis? Is it not a crisis

or emergency only in the weakest sense of those words? Does it then



require the quick response of a few ready mén?

Haﬁley's use of these words is ambivalent; and this ambivalence
is to his advantage. It enables his argument to appear more convinging
than it is under closer scrutiny,.

The logical form 6f the over-all argument of Hawley's study is
weake The argument is: if greater concentration of community power
leads to success in community collective activity, then lower MPO ratios
should lead to urban renewal success; lower MPO ratios lead to urban
renewal success; therefore, greater concentration of community power
leads to success in community collective activity. This has the weakness
- of affirming the consequence. The conclusion'does not follow necessarily
from the propesitions that precede it.
| An argument in this form is not without pragmatic, as distinct
from logical, force, however., When used in conjunction with stronger
logical arguments, as was done in Chapter‘Three"bf the present stwiy,
it is additional ground for acceptance of aﬁ over-all argument or posi-
tien.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

Amos Hawley's study ﬁas replicated whére possible, The newer,
expandéd_data support, with a very few exceptions, his operational
hypothesis. It was found that lower MPO rafio continues to be consis-
tenfly and significantly associated with urban renewal success. Howesver,
Hauley*®s data and the data of this study indicated that Hawley's control
‘variables might also be positively associated with MPO ratio and the
‘aur%an renewal statuses, |
% These associaiions were measured and it was found that educational
ieﬁ;l and the functional classifications are strongly correlated with
MPO ratio, Age of housing and region are mcderately associated with the
ratio, Type of government and planning budget afe associated with it
-ené;gh to be noteworthy. It also was shown>that age of housing and city
size quintile are moderately associated.with the'urbén renewal statuses,
MPO ratio, functicnal classification, and extent of dilapidation quintile
are associated with the urban renewal statuses ena%hvto be noteworthy.

More particularly it was found that low MPO ratio cities tend
also to be cities that have low educational levels, are classifiable as
manufacturing, have old housing, are in the New England region especially
and the eastern part of the country in general, have mayor-council form
of government, have low planning budgets, are noﬁ dormitory cities, are

- central cities and one kind of suburban cities, are larger cities, with
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middle range income, and middle range extent of dilapidated housing. On
the other hand, high MPO cities tend to be cities with high sducational
levels,_are classifiable as retailipg cities; with young housing, in the
mountain region especially and the southern and western parts of the coun-~
try in general, have city-manager form of government, have high planning
budgets, serve a dormitory function, are independent and one type of
suburban cities, are smaller, with the extremes of income, and the extremes
of extent cf dilapidated housing.

It was then shown that the community structures and characteristies
associated with low MPO ratio cities are, according to most other studies,
associated more with decentralized power structures., The found charac-
teristics ofﬂhigh MPO ratio cities, according té most other studies are
assoeciated nmore with centralized power strﬁéﬁures. This is just the oppo-
site of Hawley's interpretations of low and high MPQ ratio, Further, it
was shown that two of the most recent studies, which are extensive inves—
tigaiions, conclude thét decentralized power structures are positively
associated with measures of urban renewal succeés.

- The data concerning urban renewal revealed that older housing
cities, large cities, with lower MPO ratios, classifiable as manufacturing
or diversified manufacturing, with higher extents of dilapidation, low-
‘to-medium income levels, classifiable as not—dérmitory, with lower levels
of education, that are central cities, on the Atlantic seaboard and in
the south east region, with commission form of government have greater
tendencies to enter the program and to push on to execution and cample-
tion stages.

Younger housing, smaller cities, with higher MPO ratios, classi-
fiable as retailing, with lowest extents of dilapidated housing, highest

income, classifiable as dormitory, with highestvlevels of education,



that are suburban cities, in the west south central region especially and
the west in general, with city manager form of government are more likely
to never enter the program. The types of cities that have the greatest
tendency to drop out are: medium-to-old housing cities, 35,000 to 70,000
population_éities, with low but not lowest MPO ratios, classifiable as
industrial, with high but not highest extent éf dilapidation, medium to
high income, classifiable as not-dormitory, with low but not lowest edu-
cational levels, independent cities, in NEw,England, the east north cen~
tral, and the mountain regions, with mayor-council form of governmsent,
Cities that have a greater tendency to enter the other~type-projects ars:
young, but not youngest, housing cities, larger cities, with medium size
MPO -ratios, classifiable as industrial or diveréified retailing, with
 high but not highest dilapidation, lowest income, classifiable as not~
dorpitory, with high but not highest education;.th&t ars cantral cities,
in the south Atiantic, west south central, and mountain regions, with
city;manager form of government,

It was shown that the community structufes and characteristics
that are associated with cities that reach urbah renewal success tend to
best fit with the structures and characteristics. found to be associated
with decentralized power structures by most other studies in the field.
Again, this is the opposite of Hawley's interpretation of the kind of
power structure that leadé urban renewal -success. |

Hawley's published study was critically analyzed at the points
of assumptions, and use of ianguage and logic. It was argued that Haw-
ley*s interpretation of the data was based on qgestionable and faulty

reasons and reasoning,
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The thesis began with two big questions, How does one measure
cormunity power structure; especially how does one measure the power
structure of mumerous communities fqr comparative purposes? And, what
factors are correlated highly with urban renewal participation and suc-
cess? Hawley addressed himself to these questions and gave an answer:
greater concentration of community power, as measured by low MPO ratio,
leads to collective community action; as measured by urban renewal
success, The present study extends and supports Hawley's data; however,
it seriously questions his interpretatiocn of the aéta.

Is MPO ratio a measure of concentration of community power? The
writer does not have the variables (whatever they are) and the techniques
ofwanalysis that would be sufficient to give an unqualified, convinecing
answer., The writer can offer only the belief that MPO ratio probabtly is

. &, measure of power concentration. It is not the best conceivable measure.
It is a crude ons ~- including some occupations that should not be con=-
sidered and excluding others that are important in conSideratiéns-of‘comr

‘munity power. However, there are two grounds for the belief that MPO
ratio is a measure of power concentration. First, in gll the studies of
commnity power structure one or more of the groups (managers, proprietors,
and/or officials) are citied as influentials and decision-makers, It
seems reasonable then to believe that the number of the se persons relative
to thé labor force would be some kind of numerical measure of the power
distribution in a commmnity. This does not involve thinking in terms of
their unity and potency. This does not involve interpreting low MPO ratio
as measuring greater concentration of power. Second, MPO ratio has been
shown to be consistently and significantly associated with urban renewal

statuses and with welfare progmms. Granted that in the two issue-areas



low MPO ratio was associated with success in the one setting and high
MPO ratio was thusly associated in the other setting, still within
each setting the relationships have been consistent. As noted above,
this is a weak logical argument, Still, it does have pragmatic force,
Until one has more firm grounds for thinking that MPO ratio does not
measure concentration of community power this consistent association
may be taken as offering some evidence that MPO ratio does measure con=-
centration of power, |

Is low MPO ratio a measure of greater concentration of power?
Again, the writer does not have the variables and statistical techniques
to give a firﬁ and convineing answer, Any kind cf answer at this point
'rests on comparispns with other studies which a¥e not critically examined
in their own right and rests on degrees of compatibility of the findings
o the present study and the-other studies.. The writer, therefore, can
only tentatively suggest that low MPO ratio may best be understood as a
crude measure of lesser concentration of power (decentralized power
structure), The grounds for this belief are: first, the better fit of
the community characteristics associated both with low MPO ratic and
decentralized power structures; second,'thé association of low MPO raiio
with urban renswal success, which, in turn, is associated with decentral=-
ized power structure; third, a negative reason, Hawley®s alternate interu
pretation is highly questionable when compared with other studies and
when examined critically in_its own right, The arguments involved here
have thsir weaknesses. The answer is not fully convincing, Neverthe-
less, this answer seems to make more sense cut of the data than the

alternatives known to the writer at the.present time, .
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What kind of theofetical framework would be consistent with
the interpretation that low MPO ratios measure decentralized power
structure? Alford and Aiken's modei of greater numbers of centers of
power with more extensive exchange relationships betwsen them is not
inconsistent with this interpretation. Lowsr MPO ratio means smaller
numbsr of MPO®s relative to other groups. This could meén that the
MPO*s become one center of power among many others, or that the MPO's
. become a number of even smaller centers of péwer among numerous cther
centers, Hawley®s finding that public administrators differ from the
dther groups of MPO®s in relation to urban renewal is an indicator of
the possibility of further divisions of the category into small centers
of power,.

How deoes the smzll number of MPO's fit with the thought of more
numercus~and extensive interfaces? Only the most indirect measures of
exchange relationships have been developed. Nevertheless, those that
are used in Alford and Aiken's study for which the present study has
identical or parallel measures are consistent with the interprefation
of low MPO ratio cities having more numerous'and extensive interfaces.
A smallex number of MPO's might mean that the MPO's will be more likely
to go outside of their own category for many kinds of associations with
othérAgroups and thus more relationships will be established between
centers of power. This interpretation is given in another setting by
Pinard (1963:517). How is one to understand that a large number of MPO's
(high MPO ratio) indicates centralization of power? Perhaps it is the
case that as a group they dominate the community and within the category

there is a tendency for only a few really top leaders to emerge.



Success in urban renewal is associated with what kind of com-
manity power structure? Probably success tends to be associated with
decentralized power structure, This is affirmed very hesitantly. The
present study, Alford and Aiken'®s study, and Clark's study could find
only varisbles that merely have a moderate association with urban
renewal success, Nevertheless, there are grounds for thé belief: first,
the findings, though weak, of other studies; second, the positive asso-
ciation in Hawley's and the present study reinterpreted MPO ratio with
success; and, third, the association of particular variables, such as,
commission type of government, with urban renewal success.

One could say that there are two phases to the participation of
gomnunities in urban renewal: dinitial involvement and persistence to
completions Foth phases do not necessafily involve a great number of

persons. The do invelve at.lsast cns center ofvpowax.that iz able to
'astapiish and continue exchange relationships with other important cen-
ters. The responsibility, however, may shift from one center to another,
For example, the responsibility may shift from the downtown businessmen,
“who might be responsible for the_initial interest in the program, to the
professional staff of the local Urban Renewal Board,

This is an indication that in many cases the type of power
structure for the over=-all commnity may not be the decisive determinant
of success or non-success in urban renewal, Different centers of power
may be involved, a small number of centers and of persﬁns nay be all that
is necessary, and the community's participation may be left to "the pro-
fessionals"., Another way of saying this is that much of the power struc-

ture of some communitles may consider urban renewal a non-issue,
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The dropout cities-are very interesting., They have what is
" necessary to enter'the program but not what is necessary to pérsist.
The deminant characteristic of these cities is their "almost" charac-
ter, Concerning most of the variables, they are "low but not the low-
est” or "high but not the highest". Other distinguishing characteris-
tics are their tendency for medium to high income, while being indepen—
dent cities, with relatively great extent of "néed". The phenomenon of
the leaders of these cities trying to keepmuﬁ with the advance§ of' other
larger, etc, cities; but not being able to do so, Qight be an explana-
tion of the cities entering and then dropping out, On the other hand,
it may be such a simple matter as these cities not having competent pro-
fessional personnels

Cities that tend fo enter other-type~projects have a combination
of-ths characterisiics of the eities that éucceed, aropout, and never
;enterAthe programne The distinguishing characteristics are; younger
housing, high education, high dilapidation, and lowest income. One might
argue that such cities, having some needs and not others, turn to the
newar, quicker, and generally less extensive projects.

Finally, what evaiuation is appropriate for the approcach that
Hawley brought to the study of community power structure? There is a
sense in which the success of the systemic approach is‘highly desirable,
It allows one to work with large numbers of cities for comparative pur=—
poses in a relatively short time, The findings of the approach give
general standards by which individual commrunities may be compared.

On the other hand, it does not deal with the unique character-
istics of the communities. It neglects what Alford (196?), in an earlier

article, called the "short-run" factors, the situational rather than the



cultural, environmental, structural factors. James Q,.Wilson cites

Hawley and Pinidrd as examples and writes:
This demographic apprroach has relied for the most part on
readily available (perhaps too readily available) census
materials concerning the composition of local populations
to obtain factors which might be thought of as causes of
policy differences « &« ¢ o There are two difficulties with
this emphasises The first is that it directs attention
away from local government arrangements, political histcry
and culture, party activities, and the political attitudes
of key participants « « ¢ ¢ The sscond difficulty: in
what sense have we "explained" a public policy by observing
its association with certain population characteristics?
e ¢ o I suspect that human curiosity is not so easily
satisfied and most of us would still want to understand the
political linkages between demography (or attitudes) and
policy (Wilson, 1968:4=5),

+ At the present time in the field of commuiity power structure,
there is a criticism of, and appreciatign for, both the systemie and case
study, approachese Nevertheless, there seems to be a general willingness to
L Stpust" the case study approach moste Perhaps this is because this
approach is "closer to the object of study". With Clark (1968b) one
finds a sophisticated combination of approaches, though depending on case
stuwdies concerning power structure. This thesis has used as its standards,
in a sense, the case studies surveyed by Gilbert (1568) and Walton (19662,
1966b, 1968), and especially the study by Clark (1968b).

Still, the writer believes that the systemic approach should be
pursved. There is need to get beyond Hawley and Alford and Aiken, Hawley
gave a somewhat confused and probably erroneous interpretation of the data,
Alford and Aiken's study is marred by vagueness and indefiniteness beczuse
of the great distance between their nominal concepts and operational
measures, This great distance between measure and concept allows the

assumptions and biases of the researcher to enter into his interpretation, -

The writer belisves that this probably has been the case with both Hawley
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and Alford and Aikene The_differencé between their interpretations in ;
~large part may-be seen as the old difference between the elitist (Hawley)
and the pluralists (Alford and Aiken)e.

Using the systemlic approach one will never attain the "concrete-
ness" of ths case study. Nevertheless, one can seek to find more self-
evident and dirsct measures and seek to find variables that help explain
the causal links.



APPENDIX A

THE VARIABLES

Hawley was not as explicit about the variébleS‘and their sources

as he might have been.

Definitions and Sources of Variables

This appendix givés the full operational definitions and sources

of the v#riables used in Hawley's study and the present one,

The MPO ratios are the ratios of all managers, proprietors, and
foigials, except farm,-ﬁo the total empibyed ci&ilian labor force. This
:is the variable that Hawley used; though he did not acknowledge that he

dealt only with "civilian" labor force, and though he evidently intended

to Q§ejpnly "managers, proprietors, and officials not elsewhers classi-
fied."” His code sheets indicate thét he used civilian labor force and
the broader classification of MPO‘s. This has been confirmed in a lstter
received from Anne Hudson who is a former student of Hawley®s. The
source of‘my data for.MPO ratios is the 1960_Census of Population, Volums

I, Table 74,

Urban Renewal Status

By 1965 the last three states--Utah, Wyoming, and Idaho--passed
enabling legislation for urban renewal participation, A check of the
participation and success of cities in these states reveals that they

are very similar to those of other states in their region. Therefore,
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it was decided that it was appropriate to include cities from all fifty
states in this study.

Although the urban renewal ﬁrogram does not require a commnity
to be incorporated in order to participate, only incorporated cities
have been included in this study because this is what Hawley did and
is a standard control procedure (Sogg and Wertheimer, 1966:131).

Hawley used three categories cf cities in relation to urban
renewal., I have employed six categories for this variable: completion,
execution, planning, dfopout, never-in~program. and other-type-=projects
statuses,

By the end of 1969 enough cities had reached completion stage
in the urban‘renewal progran to use that category. I used Hawley's
categories of execution stage, dfopout, and never-in-program- statuses,
as well as the planning stage status which he omitted,

.+ The sixth category of the dependent variable is composed of
those -few cities that participate in the urban renewal program, but
do so only in the newer and different type projects that were not a part
of the program during the 1950's, the tims period for Hawley®s study.
Cities that participate in both the older type projects and the newer
projects are counted only in the older type project for the purposs
of this study. The newer type projects afes neighborhood development
program, demonstration program, code enforcement project, general
neighborhoed renewal plan, interim assistance program, démolition_pro-
ject, community renewal program, and feasibility survey, All of

these omit either the planning or the execution stage, only requiring
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two and not three steps of participation, and thus are not comparable
with fﬁe older type projects. Again, Hawley &id not use them, There-
fore, because they are not compatibie with any of the other categories,
this category was used as a separate one.

The sources of my data for urban renewal status are:
”Thé Annual Reports of the Housing and Home Finance Agency," 1951-
1960, and the “Monthly Reports of Urban Renewal Operations," Department
of Housing and Urban Development Renewal Assistance Administration,
1961-1969, The annual and monthly reports list all cities according
to completion, execution, and planning stage, and the monthly report
notes the type projects in which each city is participating. The
- dropout category is secured by comparing each issue of the reports
with the previous issuwe. The never«in—progfam cities are all those
~of 15,000 population and over which‘are not included in the above five
categories, For the completion, exscution, and planning stages, 1
uséd the most advenced stage that a city had achieved. Most cities
had a number of projects which were in différent stages. 4lso, I
uséd the status and stage of cities as of December 31, 1969, as the

final standard,

Age of Housing

Age of housing is arrived at by sécuring the percentage of resi-
dential units built by a certain time. Hawley used “1919 or before." I
used 1939 because data on "1929 or before" were not available, Ths

cities were then distinguished as "old" or "young" housing citises
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relative to the median for.all cities. Hawley's median was 65 percent;.

mine is 58 percent. The source of my data is the Housing Census, 1960,

Volums I, Parts 2-8, Tables 14, 20, 23.

Extent of Dilapidation

- Extent of dilapidation is computed by getting the percentage of
reported dilapidated residential units in the cities and distinguishing
“low" and ®high" dilapidated cities relative to the median. HKawley's
median was 4.7 percent. Mine is 2.8 percent. My source is the Housing

Census, 1960, Volume I, Parts 2-8, Tables 12, 18, 22.

Planning Budget Size

Planning budget size is secured by determining the percentage of
the total operating budget of a city devoted to planning and, again,

dithotomizing the cities at the median. Hawley's median was .4 percent;
g p

'm@ne, .6 percent. The sources of information are: The Municipal Yearbock,

- 1965, pp. 318ff., and The Municipal YearEook, 1967, pp. 212ff, Data was

available for 460 cities in 1965 (Hawley used 1955) limited to those that

have 25,000 population or more and those that replied to questionnaires,

Metropolitan Status

Metropeclitan status is based on the location of cities with
respect to Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas. Central cities. are
the largest cities of SMSA’s,vusuilly having a population of 50,000 or
more, Unlike Hawley, I did not group all non-central cities together;
rather, I distinguished between those that are Suburban and Independent,
Suburban cities, in my study, are all other incorporated urban places

over 15,000 .population located within a SMSA., Independent cities are all



incorporated urban places 15,000 population and over that are located

outside the SMSA's., The source of the classification is The Municipal

Yearbock, 1967, pp. 49ff,

Industxy
Service or manufacturing industry is computed from the ratio of

manufacturing payroll to the combined wholesale, retail, and service
payrolls, and dichotomized at the median. Hawley's medi;n was a l.5
ratio. Mine was l.2. Those under the median are "service cities,"
those over are "manufacturing cities.” This category had 585 cases and
was limited to cities of 25,000 population and more cities. The source

is The County and City Data Book, 1962, Table 6.

Size of Mamifacturing Plant

i Sdze of manufacturing rlant was'arfivedvat by dividing the nuun-
‘ber «of plants into the number of manufacturing employees and dichoto-
mizing the cities at the median of 70 avérage empiqyees for Hawley's
and 51.9 emplcyees for my study. There were 664 cases, again limited to

25,000 population plus cities., The source is The County and City Data

‘Book, 1962, Table 6,

Median Income

Median Income is dichotomized at the overall median of $3,450

in Hawley's study and $6,044 in mine. The source is The Census of Popu-

lation, 1960, Volume I, Table 33.

Eduecational Level

Educational level is measured by the percentage of the population,

twentymfive_years and older, who have completed four or more years of



college. This is dichotomized at the median of 6 percent in Hawley's
study and 7.7 percent in mine. The source is Table 73 of The Census of

Population, 1960, Volume I,

Regions

- Hawley used the four regional classifications of the Census
Bareau, The Pureau further divides these into nine areas. Because
preliminary work with the data indicated that states differ in regards

to urban renewal status, I employed the larger number of categoriss.

Variasbles with Quintile Distributions

In addition to dichotomizing at the median, I thought that it
might be héléful with some of the variables to gét more numerous cate-
.gor%es. Like Hawiey, I developed a quintiie distribution of the MPO
‘matias, Additionally, I developed quintile'distributions cf city =ize,
~agemof housing,uextent of dilapidation, planning budget size, type of
indé#t r» size of manufacturing plant, median income, and educationzal

‘leve;.A

Foﬁr Size Classes

In addition to Hawley's size classes of 15,000 - 50,000 popula=
tion ecities and 50,000 population and over cities, I used four size
classess 15,000-30,000 population, 30,000-5C,000 population, 50,000-

100,000 pepulation, and 100,000 and over population sizes.

Dormitory Function

Cities are classified as serving a dormitory function when the
1963 aggregate employment in manufacturing, retail, and wholesale trads,
and selective services is less than 67 percent of the 1960 resident labor

force engaged in manufacturing, wholesale and retail trade, and business,



repair, entertainment, recreation, and personal services.(other than
private households)e The 1960 labor force data have been adjﬁsted by
assuming that they changed by 1963 in direct proportion to estimated |
population change between 1960 and Jamuary 1, 1964 (utilizing 1964
estimates prepared by Rand McNally and’Company). The source is The

Municipal Yearbook, 1967, pp. 49ff.

Economic Functional Classification

The economic functional categories are based on data on employ-
ment in manufacturing, retailing, wholesaling, and selected service
establishments as reported in the 1963 Censuses of Manufactures and

Business on 2 place-of-work basise. Manufacturing cities are those

which have 50 percent or more of aggregate employment in manufacturing,
_gnd;;ess thgn 30 percent in retail trade. Industrial cities have 50
percent or more of aggregate employment in manufacturing, and over 30
percent in retail trade, In diversifiedwmaﬁufacturing cities employment
in manufacturing is greater than retail employment, but less than 50 per—
cent of aggregate employment, In diversified~retailing cities there'is
moreAemployment in,fetailing than in manufacturing, but manufacturing

is at 1¢aét 20 percent of aggregate employment. In retailing cities
retail employment is greater than manufacturing or any other component
of aggregate employment, and manufacturing is less than 20 percent of
aggregate employment. The source is The Municipal Yearbook, 196?,

Pp. 49ff.
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TABLE 23=-=Continued

LOWER TWO QUINTILES EDUCATIONAL LEVELS

OF MPC RATIO WITH :

CONTROL VARIABLES Lowest Low Medium High Highest
Median Income:

Lowest 65.8. ( 25){28.4 ( 19){10,9 ( 6){17.3 ( 8){11.8 ( 2)
Low 91.5 ( 57)148.,0 ( 23){23.8 { 10} 9.3 ( 4)|38.1 ( &)
Medium 9[4’07 ( 53) 6209 ( 3’4') 5248 ( 28) 15,0 ( 6) 33e3 ( 7)
High 95,6 ( 44)l84,7 ( 39)|52.4 ( 22)129.8 ( 14)}21.0 ( 9)
Highest 100.0 ( 13)|46.7 ( 7)t46.4 (13) 1114 ( 5) 6.3 (' 8)

1 .

The percentages are of the cities in each educational level (column
percentages) that are within the lower two quintiles rather than the other
quintiles of MPO ratioc, controlled by the selected variables,
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TABLE 24--Continued

-

-

HIGHER TWO QUINTILES ' EDUCATIONAL LEVELS.
OF MPO RATIO WITH - ' . '
CONTROL VARIABILES Louwest Low Medium High Highest
Median Inccme:
Lowest 21.0 ( 8) 4502 ( 37) 69n1 ( 38) 6701‘" ( 31) 14‘102 ( ?)
Low 2.9 ( 2)129.1 ( 14)}{45.,3 ( 19) 604 ( 26) 42,9 ( 9)
Medium 1.8 ( 1)§11.2 ( 6)130e2 ( 16)170.0 ( 24)152.4 ( 11)
High 2,2 (1)} 2.2 ( 1)]11.9 ( 5)}36.2 ( 17) |51.2 { 22)
Highest 0 6.7 ( 1)142.8 ( 12)}50.0 ( 22) |89.0 (113)

lThe percentages are of the cities in each educational level (column
percentages) that are within the higher two quintiles rather than the other
quintiles of MPO ratio, controlled by the selected variables.




PERCENTAGES™

TABLE 25

BY LOW MPO RATIO, WITH SELECTED VARTABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

AND NUMBER OF CITIES CONCERNING FUNCTION CLASSIFICATION

162

LOWER TWO QUIN-
TILES OF MPO RATIO

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

WITH CONTROL Mamifac- Diversi- Diversi-
VARIABLES turing Industrialfied Mfg. [fied Retail. {Retailing
A11 Cities 70.6 (276){64.7 ( 22)|30.2 ( 58)(2L.7 ( 49)115.5 ( 31)
Age of Heousing: ’
Youngest 41.5 ( 22)133.3 ( 1){82.,8 ( 6){32.7 ( 14)}18,9 ( 17)
Young 62.5 ( 20)[60.0 ( 3){16.6 ( 6)}10.0 { 7)112.5 ( ?7)
Mediun 62,9 ( 49)166.7 ( 4)]10.5 ( #)|17.6 ( 9} 5.8 { 2)
0ld 71,1 ( 76)172.7 ( 8)|24.5 ( 11)}i6.2 ( 6){18.8 ( 3)
Oldest . 90,1 (109)166.7 ( 6)}52.5 ( 31)]|50.0 ( 12)|37.5 ( 3) -
Regions '
New.England | 8Ue2 ( 48){50.0 ( 2)}66.7 ( 10){40.0 ( 2)][100.0 ( 1)
- Middle Atlantic 85,7 { 78) (80,0 ( 4){50.0 ( 18){38.,1 ( 8)|10.0 ( 2)
South Atlantic 62,6 ( 20)175.,0 ( 3)131.5 ( 3)118.9 ( 7)113.6 ( 3)
Bast South Central| 35.3 ( 6)j100,0 ( 1){30.4 ( 7)|15.4 ( 2)150.0 ( 2)
‘West South Central] 27.3 ( 3)[100,0( 2)| 5.6 ( 1)| 5.3 ( 2)}10.0 ( 3)
East-Noxth Centrall 73.9 ( 99)]70.0 ( 7)|[3%4.5 ( 10){36.9 ( 14)|23.0 { 9)
West North Centrall| 45.0 ( 9)i20.0 ( 1)}20.0 ( 4)}21.7 ( 5)| 4.8 ( 1)
Mountain 0 0 10 1.1 ( 1)} o
Pacific 4,8 ( 13)166.7 ( 2)}20.8 ( 5)119.0 ( 8)|26.4 ( 10)
| Type of Govermment: - _
Commission 69.6 ( 32)160.0 ( 3){15.3 ( 4)}15.8 ( 3)}|18.8 ( 3)
City Manager 60,7 ( 82)176.9 ( 10) 22,0 ( 18)]19.7 ( 27)|11l.4 ( 14)
Meyor-Council 76,9 (160) |56.3 ( 9) 42,9 ( 36){27.1 ( 19)|22.1 ( 13)
Dormitory Function:
No 71,0 (269) {67.7 ( 21) [27.0 ( 49)|15.1 ( 26)| 7.2 ( 8)
Yes 58,4 ( 7)133.3 ( 1)[8L.9 ( 9){42.6 ( 23)}25.8 ( 23)
Metro., Statuss .
Central City 84,6 ( 88)[100.0 ( 3){3%4.9 ( 22){17.9 ( 10)| 5.4 ( 2)
Independent City 57,2 ( 72)150.0 ( 7){11.2 ( 8)| 8.0 ( 6)] 4.0 ( 2)
Suburban City 72, (116) {75.1 ( 12) 148.3 ( 28){34.7 ( 33)|24.1 ( 27)
City Size Quintile: |
First (Smallest) 62.1 ( 46) [77.8 ( 7)120.0 ( 5)i31.1 ( 14)}11.3 ( 5)
Second 64,8 ((46)} 0 25,7 ( 9)i21.6 ( 11)]16.,7 ( 8)
Third 63.0 ( 46) [71.4 ( 5)122.9 ( 8){13.2 ( 5)116.4 ( 8)
Fourth 7744 ( 65) (66,6 ( 8) 40,0 ( 14)125.0 ( 10){ 20,0 { 8)
Fifth (Largest) 82,0 ( 73) 16647 ( 2)|35.4 ( 22)117.3 ( 9i11.1 ( 2)
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TABLE 25-=Continued

LOWER TWO QUIN=~ FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
TILES OF MPO RATIO
WITH CONTROL Manufac- Diversi~ | Diversi-’
VARTARLES turing Industrialified Mfg. |fiedRetail, |Retailing
Median Income: : :
Lowest 61,7 ( 29)180e0 ( 4){15.4 ( 8)[13.2 ( 9|14.3 ( 5)
Low 7360 ( 65)15742 ( 4)|34.6 ( 18){20,0 ( 7)) 3.7 ( 1)
Medium. 82,1 ( 83)]77.8 ( 7)i44.1 ( 15){23.7 ( 9)|28.6 ( 8)
High 80,4 ( 78)160,0 ( 6)41.9 ( 13)|43.6 ( 17)|28.2 ( 9)
Highest 36,8 (1 21)133.3 ( 1)117.3 ( 4){15.,2 ( 7)}10.4 ( 3)
Dilapidation: .
Lowest 46,7 ( 29)}150.0 ( 2){35.0 ( 7){20.0 ( 9)il3.2 ( 10)
Low 7946 ( 78)128:6 ( 2)|38.7 ( 12)22.2 ( 8)}29.7 ( 11)
Medium 79.3 ( 73)190.0 ( 9)§30.2 ( 13) {264 ( 9){12.2 { 4)
High 73.5 ( 61)175.0 ( 3)130.6 ( 15){27.3 ( 12){ 5.6 ( 1)
Highest 62.5 ( 35)166.,6 ( 6)|22.,4 ( 11)15.1 ( 10){14.3 ( 5)

.:'?'1‘1‘11e percentages are of the cities in each functional classification
(column percentages) that are within the lower two quintiles rather than
the «other quintiles of MPQ ratio, controlled by selected variables.
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TABLE 26

BY HIGH MPO RATIO, WITH SELECTED VARTABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

“AND NUMBER OF CITIES CONCERNING FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

16

HIGHER TWO QUIN-
TILES OF MPO RATIO

FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

WITH CONTROL Marmafac= Diversi~ | Diversi-
VARIABLES turing }jIndustrial |fied Mfg. |fiedRetail. | Retailing
All Cities 14,0 ( 55)117.7 ( 6)|36.4 ( 70)157.6 (130)|73.9 (147)
Age of Housing:
Youngest 37.7 ( 20)§ © 21,4 ( 3)is51.1 ( 22)168.3 ( 58)
Young 12,5 ( L)}40,0 ( 2){47.2 ( 17)]74.3 ( 52) |78.6 ( 44)
Medium . 23,1 ( 18)116.7 ( 1)|863.2 ( 28)}62.,7 ( 32)185.3 ( 29)
0ld 8.4 ( 9)§18.2 ( 2)140,0 ( 18){51.3 { 19){75.1 ( 12)
Oldest 3.3 ( 4)131.1 ( 1)|13.6 ( 8)120,8 { 5){50.0 ( 4)
Regions
- New ‘Pngland 8.8 ( 5){25,0 ( 1){13.4 ( 2){20.0 ( 1)| O
‘Middle Atlantic 6.6 ( 6)}20,0 ( 1){25.0 ( 9)|38.1 ( 8)i80,0 ( 16)
‘South Atlantic 12.5 ( 4)§25.0 ( L)i34.6 ( 9)|56.7 ( 21)]86.3 ( 19)
#East South Central{ 35,2 { 6){ O 52,2 ( 12)[61.5 ( 8)i50.0 ( 2)
West South Centrall 36,4 { 4)} O 66,7 ( 12)}86,8 ( 33)170,0 ( 21)
«.EBast North Centralj 10.4 { 14)120,0 ( 2) {241 { 7)I34.2 ( 13){66.7 ( 26)
"West North Centrali 30,0 { 6)§20.,0 ( 1)]55.0 ( 11){47.8 ( 11){85.7 ( 18)
“Mountain 0 0 C 1000 ( L)}77.8 ( 7018343 ( 20)
.Pacific 34,4 (10)} O 29.1 ( 7)|6647 ( 28)[65.8 ( 25)
Type of Govermment:
Commission 17.8 ( 8){40.0 ( 2)|42.3 ( 11)152.6 ( 10)§75.0 ( 12)
City Manager 20,0 ( 27)1 7.7 ( L) {42.7 ( 35){61.4 ( 84)477.2 ( 95)
Mayor-Council 9.6 ( 20)§18.8 ( 3)|28e5 ( 28){51e5 ( 36)[67.8 ( 4O)
Dormitory Function:
No 13.2 ( 50)§16.2 ( 5)138.1 ( 69){62,2 (107)184.6 ( 93)
Yes .7 ( 53133.3 ( 1) 9.1 ( 1)|42.6 ( 23)i60.7 { 54)
Metropolitan Status : :
| Central City 5,8 6)f 0 30.2 ( 19){62.5 ( 35)181.0 ( 30)
Independent City 15,9 ( 20){28.5 ( 4)}50.7 ( 36)}69.3 ( 52)i68.0 ( L&)
City Size Quintile:
First (Smallest) 16,3 ( 12){22.2 ( 2)|36.0 ( 9){ls.l ( 20){72.7 ( 32)
Second 23.9 ( 17)§33.3 ( 1){40.0 ( 14)}62,8 ( 32)|70.8 ( 34)
Third 16.5 ( 12){14.3 ( 1)|48.6 ( 17)}63.2 ( 24)173.5 ( 36§
Feurth 10,7 ( 9)}16.6 ( 2)|3L.4 ( 11){62.5 ( 25)}75.0 ( 301
Fifth (Largest) 5.6 ( 5)] 0 3046 ( 19)]55.8 (-29)83.3 ( 15)




TABLE 26--Continued
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| HIGHER TWC QUIN~
TILES OFF MPO RATIO

1 FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

WITH CONTROL Manufac= Diversi- | Diversi-
VARTARLES turing Industrial {fied Mfg. {fied Retail, | Retailing
Median Incomes ,
Lowest 23.4 ( 11){20.0 ( 1)}50.,0 ( 26)}{72.1 ( 49) {77.2 ( 27)
Low 10,1 ( 9)]28,6 ( 2)i32.,7 ( 17)148,6 ( 17) |77.7 ( 21)
Medium 4,0 ( &4)111.1 ( 1)}126e5 ( 9)}52.6 ( 20) 167.8 ( 19)
High 502 ( 5)11040 ( 1)} 9.7 ( 3)135.9 ( 14)153.2 ( 17)
Highest 45,6 ( 26)133.3 ( 1)165.2 ( 15)165.2 ( 30) |81.8 ( 63)
Dilapidation:
Lowest 38.7 (24)) O 45,0 ( 9)}62.2 { 28)}79.0 ( 60)
Low 7.1 ( 71829 ( 3)§22.6 ( 7){84.5 ( 16) 56,7 ( 21)
Medium 8.7 ( 8){ 0 32,6 ( 14)|50,0 ( 17)81.8 ( 27)
High 6.0 ( 35)|25.0 ( 1){36.8 ( 18)]|52.3 ( 23){88.,9 ( 16)
Highest 19.7 ( 11)122.2 ( 2) |49 ( 22)169.,7 ( 46)165.7 ( 23)

1 crs e
-“The percentages are of the cities in each

functional classification

(column percentages) that are within the higher two quintiles rather than
the. other quintiles of MPO ratios, controlled by selected varizbles.



TABLE 27

PERCENTAQESl AND NUMBER OF CITIES CONCERNING AGE OF HOUSING
BY LOW MPO RATIO, WITH SELECTED VARTABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

166

LOWER TWO QUINTILES
-OF MPO RATIO WiTH

AGE OF HOUSING

CONTROL VARTABLES Youngest Young Medium Old Oldest
A1l Cities 30.8 ( 69)122,0 ( 49)|33.0 ( 74)}48.0 (107){72,2 (164)
Region:
New England 0 ~ 0 58,3 ( 7)]79.2 ( 19)|82,6 ( 38)
Middle Atlantic 27.3 ( 3)|46.2 ( 6)133.3 ( 6)|ub.2 ( 18)|81L.,7 ( 80)
“Seuth Atlantic 11.8 ( 2)|22.,2 ( 10){38.4 ( 15)120.0 ( 6){50.,0 ( &)
‘East South Central} 20,0 ( 1)|25.0 ( 5){2048 ( 5)166.6 ( 6)[10.0 ( 2)
‘West South Centrali 21.7 ( 5)} 9.3 ( 5)(13.0 ( 3)| © 50,0 ( 1)
‘Bast North Centralf 42,3 ( 25)}131.8 ( 7)168.8 ( 31)160.,8 ( 51){61.1 ( 33)
Mgkt  North Contrali 23.5 ( 4)136.4 ( 4){18.5 ( 5)118.5 ( 5)142.9 ( 6)
‘Mountain 15.8 ( 3){16.7 ( 2)1 © 0 0
Pacific 35,6 ( 26){22.,2 ( 10)} 9.5 ( 2)120,0 ( 2)} ©
Metro, Status:
‘Contral City 5¢6 ( 1)] 9.0 ( 6)}36.5 ( 19;161.3 ( 38)186.7 ( 63)
Independent City 11.8 ( 2){1%.5 ( 10)|20.4 ( 22){30.1 ( 28){55.0 ( &4&)
Suburban City 35.3 ( 66)(37.9 ( 33)152.3 ( 33);60.,3 ( #41)176.4 ( 55)
City Size Quintile: ,
First (Smallest) B.2 ( 21)133.4 ( 13)§33.3 ( 15)|34.9 ( 15)}50.,0 ( 21)
Second 30.8 ( 16)]|27.2 ( 15) (2445 ( 11){40.5 ( 15)}160.0 ( 21)
Third 255 ( 14)119,0 ( 8)137.8 ( 20) 40,4 ( 17)169.7 ( 23)
Fourth 28¢5 ( 12)117.1 ( 7)132.6 ( 14)]|62,3 ( 28)]85,2. ( 46)
Fifth (Largest) 2560 ( 6)113.1 ( 6)[3649 ( 14)157.1 ( 32)|8442 ( 53)
Median Incoms:
Lowest 4.3 ( 2)§15.1 ( 11)j24.3 ( 19)125.9 ( 7){67.8 ( 21)
Low 2 .4 ( 3)]|15.6 ( 5){21.3 ( 7)|44.0 ( 22)]68.,5 ( 65)
Medium 42,8 ( 9)]25.0 ( 7)137.8 ( 14)}57.7 ( 41)[84.8 ( 56)
High 518 ( 29) 143.7 ( 21)]58.2 ( 25)163.4 ( 33)}80.0 ( 20)
Highest 21,9 ( 26)§11.9 ( 5)|27e3 ( 9){17.4 ( 4)]20.0 ( 2)

1‘I‘he percentages are of cities in each category of the age of housing
(column percentages) that are within the lower two quintiles rather than
the other quintiles of MPO ratic, controlled by selected variables.



PERCENTAGES 1

TABLE 28

AND NUMBER OF CITIES CONCERNING AGE OF HOUSING

BY HIGH MPO RATIO, WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES )

167

HIGHER TWOQUINTILES
OF MPO RATIO WITH

AGE OF HOUSING

CONTROL VARIABLES Youngest Young Medium 0ld Oldest
A1l Cities 5049 (114)}59.6 (133) ju8.6 (109){28.2 ( 63) [10.5 ( 24)
Region:

New England 0 0 16,6 (- 2){12.5 ( 3)| 8.7 ( 4)
Middle Atlantiec 63.6 ( 7)46e2 ( 6)150.0 ( 9)135.9 ( W4)] 6.1 ( 6)
South Atlantic 70.6 ( 12)}55.5 ( 25) {33.3 ( 13){45.0 ( 9) ] O

East South Central| 40,0 ( 2)}55.0 ( 11) {58,4 ( 14){22,2 ( 2)} O

West South Central} 47.8 ( 11){74.1 ( 40)173.9 ( 17){85.8 ( 6)}| O

East North Central| 47.5 ( 28){54.5 ( 12){15.6 ( 7)| 9.6 ( 8){20.4 ( 11)
West North Centrall 53.0 ( 9)|45.5 ( 5)162.9 ( 17)|55.5 ( 15) |14.3 ( 2)
Mountain 684 ( 13)183.2 ( 10) |86.6 ( 13)166.6 ( 2)| O
Pacific 43,9 ( 32)[53.% ( 24)181.0 ( 1?7){40.0 ( 4){50.0 ( 1)
Metro, Status:

Independent City 76,4 ( 13)168¢1 ( 47)|57.4 ( 62)}38.8 ( 36){13.7 ( 11)
Suburban City L5,5 ( 85){43.6 ( 38){38.1 ( 24){27.9 ( 19){12.5 ( 9)
City Size Quintile:

First (Smallest) 39,3 ( 20)|43e5 ( 17){46.6 ( 21)}41.9 ( 18)]19.0 ( 8)
Second 5947 ( 31)| 545 ( 30){55.6 ( 25){37.8 ( 14)114.3 ( 5)
Third 56,3 ( 31){61.9 ( 26)|49.0 ( 26)|33.3 ( 14)|12.2 ( 4)
Fourth L5,2 (19)178.1 ( 32){48.8 ( 2)115.6 ( 7){11.2 ( 6)
Fifth (Largest) 54,2 ( 13){60,8 ( 28){42.1 ( 16)|17.9 ( 10)} 1.6 ( 1)
Median Income:

Low 42,9 ( 6)168.8 ( 22) 48,5 ( 16)|34.0 ( 17)} 9.5 ( 9)
Medium B2,9 ( 9)}64.3 ( 13)|48.6 ( 18)]12.7 ( 9)} 6.1 ( &)
High 25,0 ( 14)}31.2 ( 15)]|27.9 ( 12)] 9.6 ( 5)| ©O
Highest 62,2 ( 74)] 714 ( 30)[60.6 ( 20)|73.9 ( 17)}70.0 ( 7)

LThe percentages are of cities in each category of the age of housing
{column percentages) that are within the higher two quintiles rather than
the other quintiles of MPO ratio, controlled by selected variables,
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TABLE 29

PERCENTAGES™ AND NUMBER OF CITIES CONCERNING REGION BY
LOW MPO RATIO, WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES .IN PARENTHESES)

REGIONS
'g < £ L3 <
E] B e
LOWER TWO QUIN- ™ - 18] 28al s §+; o o
TILES OF MPO RATIO | & 5*& ae @818 SEITELD 2 q
WITH CONTROL e | B3I ESIRElIwElIRE]l bR g o)
VARTABLES L 128l 3218812318828 = &
All Cities 727,11 63.11 28.71 21.71 12.8] s54.7] 25.8] 10.01 26.5
' 651 Q)| G @t ] a | @51 ( 531 (40)
Metro, Status:
Central City 83.91 93,91 31.8| 42.9] 4.9} 82.0] 30.0] 6.7} 10.3
)t Gni@lce)j(2)yp @i e 1)y 3)
Independent City | 64.0} 61.51 25.9) 14.3] 8,91 44,1 {1 17.7| 4.2 8.4
: @)yl @lisi(unicotrcalcnicez
Suburban City 8L.4| 54,21 30.8) 72,71 34.7| 52.1] 36,6} 27.3 ] 36.1
@)1 G888 e @) 2135
City Size Quintilé: 3
First (Smallest) |42.9] 55.81 46.4 ) 45.5] 15.8) 40,01 23.8} 18.2 | 30.0
' ' (1@l Etcs)jc2)1(e)
Second 75,01 52,41 16,01 20,0 111} 4371 27.3}12.5{ 35.5
(@1 (Hic2)1(xn1E(s (0 1A
Third 75.1 | 60,6} 12,0} 21,1} 30,0} 53.3} 19,0 | 14,3} 21.9
R NCORNEIEREOIREEINRCORNEOE NG N N Q)]
Fourth 95,2 | 724 § 33.4 1 33.3| 4.8|64.6|25.0] 0 |26.5
, CORECASE NEIE RGO REEIE NC~) N N Q)| (9
Fifth (Largest) 7”’01 81‘2 33.3 14'505 4 5 78a2 35.3 0 20.6
(20) (26) (O) P (5)1(1);(36)1(6) (7)
Median Income: ; .
Lowest 100.0 { 83.3 } 24,1 | 33.3| 8.3} 28.6110.0{ 50,0 | 50.0
(6)1 ()T AN @ (2)1 ({1
Low 59,0 | 75.4 } 32,2 | 33.3 1 12,01 55.8 | 28,0 8.3 |28.6
CEORNCORNEIREEI NG RNCIRNGINEGOE KQr))
Medium 90.6 | 914t 45,51 0 [23.1]69.8]16,6]16.7 |29.6
' (29) | (32) | ( 5) (3L 13)18)
High 8303 78-8 2500 0 37-5 7508 57 9 0 3601
(15) | (26) } (1) (3)] o)} () (22)
Highest 20.0 }10.8 } 42.9] 50,01 0 |31.7}210.6} 0 [13.0
(DT (27) } ( 2) (7)

'lThe percentages are
that are within the lower

of cities in each region (column percentages)
two quintiles rather than the other quintiles
of MPO ratio, controlled by selected variables,
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TABLE 30

PERCENTAGES™ AND NUMBER OF CITIES CONCERNING REGION BY
HIGH MPO RATIO, WITH SELECTED VARTABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PA.RENTHEBES)

REGIONS
e < & Kol
31 of <3 15 15180 5
HIGHER TWO QUIN- 8} o F183 1 8312wl 23] R | 3
TILES OF MPO RATIO| & |8 188 | 8| o Bl oB|o8| B 1 9
R s (S | B0 |B5 | 85 55|85 2 3
VARIABLES = s o< |80 ] 2ol RO =0 = [+
A1l Cities 10.8) 23.5} 45.7 | 4841 67.9 25.0 Lg,51 76,01 51.7
(D] @2) (59 ) (29)] (74)] (66) | (48) ] (38)| (78)
t Metro. Status:
Central City 6,51 0 46,41 35,7 | 80elt| 4o0) 35.0] 73.3] 58.6
(2) AT ERT 2 7)) @) 7)
~Independent City | 16,0 12,8} 46.8| 60.0] 75.61 17.6} 55.6{ 87.5! 75.0
, (W1 (5122} (34)] (12)] (25) (21) ]| (18)
- Suburban City llol 314'05 4’2.3 2?03 300[4’ 35.6 4'607 514‘.6 14'303
~ (NI GHITAQI(DICILTB2) @) (6)] (#2)
City Size Quintile:
First (Smallest) | 28.,6] 25.6| 42,9} 27.3] 52.6| 31.6] 47.6| 34.6} 55,0
(21 @)@} (3] o) ‘(19) (o)} ( & (1)
‘Second 16,7 | 33.3| 52,0 60,0 ] 74.0] 35.4 36.3] 87.5] 58.1
' (21t @ a7y @as)
Third 6.3 27.3}148.0}68.5] 45,0 33.4( 66,6 71a5] 56.3
A (DD @21 @31} @5y @as)} (20)} (18)
Fourth l".8 20.7 }4'2.8 144.4 81.0 20,0 6898 1000 M.l
(BRI HANI @)@ @s
Fifth (Largest) 11,1} 642 43.3127.3] 818} 4.4 29,4175.0} 47.1
(D@ {22 ] (s 6] @d)
Median Income: ]
Lowest 0 8.3]53.,1|48,8}73.3128.6]80.0}| 50,0} 50.0
(V@)1 E) B (218 (1) (1)
Low 22,7 1 75| 35.7 | b | 68,01 16,3 48,01} 58,3 | 57.2
(L)L ANNI(DDTER2) (D1
Medium 0 0 |36.4) 0 69.31 7.91 50.01 72,21 55.5
(&) (D15} @a2)] @3} @5
High 5.6 | 6.1 {50,0}66,6112,51 4.5} 10,6} 91.6] 36.1
. (D21 (2] (21 (D3N] C2)] (1) ] (22)
Highest 60,0 | 76.1 { 14,3 } 50,0 | 100,06 | 577 | 73.7 | 1000 | 66.7
(NG DD PG TAW L 6)](36)

AThe percentages are of cities in each

of MPO ratio, controlled by selected variables.

_ region (column percentages)
that are within the higher two quintiles rather than the other quintiles
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APPENDIX C
OCCUPATIONS IN MPO

The information on occupations included and excluded from the

Census category of “managers, proprietors, and 6fficials, excluding

farming" is found in The Census of Population, 1960, Volume I, Parts
2-51, Table 121, |

The MPO category doss not include professional and technical
workers, like: authors, clergymen, college administrators and profes-
sors, editors and reporters, lawyers and judges, social and natural
scisntists, personnel and iabor relations workers, physicians, social
and-melfare workers, and teacherse

The categeory includes: buyers, department heads, flcormen, and
floor managers of stores; buyers and shippers of farm prqdﬁcts; other
_purchasing agents and buyers; credit men; managers and superintendents
of buildings, officials of lodges, sbcieties, and unions;-officials,.
administrators, and inspectors in public administration on the federal,
state, and local leveis; postmasters; railrocad conductors; officers,
pilots,; pursers, and engineers of ships; other salarieé and self-
employed managers, proprietors, and officials in construction, manu-
facturing, transportation, communications, utilities and sanitary ser=~
vices, wholesale trade, retail trade, tanking and other finance, insurance
and real estate, business services, automobile repair services and
garages, other repair services, personal services, and all other indus-

tries.
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PERCENTAGES

TABLE 43

BY COMPLETION STAGE OF URBAN RENEWAL, WITH SELECTED
VARTABLES CONTROLLED  (NUMBER OF CITIES
IN PARENTHESES)

AND NUMBER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO AGE OF HOUSING

COMPLETION STAGE
WiTH CONTROL

AGE OF HCUSING

VARTABLES Youngest Young Medium 0ld Oldest
All Cities 50 (12) 11305 (30) { 12.1 (27) {1907 (44) | 3h.4 (78)
Metro Status: .
Central City 5,6 (1) §23.9 (16) | 23.1 (12) {43.5 (27) | 60.0 (45)
Independent 509 ( 1) 113.0 ( 9)}11.1 (22) | 9.7 ( 9) | 18.8 (15)
Suburban 503 (10) ] 5.7 ( 5)] 32 ( 2) |11e8 ( 8) | 25,0 (18)
Regionss v
New England 0 0 16,7 ( 2) | 25,0 ( 6) | 30.4 (1)
{ Mdl, Atlantic ) 0 0 25,6 (10) | 43.9 (43)
Se Atlantic 549 (1) } 20,0 ( 9){17.9 ( 7)}40.0 ( 8) 250 (2)
Ee'So Cerntral 1 20,0 (1)} 60.0 (22)] 29,2 ( 7) {333 ( 3) | 50,0 ( 1)
Ws Se¢ Central bo3 (1)} 5.6 (3)113.0(3)1 0 0 '
Egull, Contral 6.8 (L) 2,1 (2) 8.9 (4) ! 1,2 (A2} % 24,1 (22
W. N. Central o 0 11.1 ( 3) | 14.8 { #) | 35.7 ( 5)
Mountain 0 0 0 0 0
Pacific 668 ( 5)] 8¢9 ( 4)} 4.8 (1)}10.0 (1)} O
Dilzpidation: _
Lowest 303 (4)] 2.6 ()| 346 (L)} 4.2 (1)]17.6 ( 3)
Low 8.3 ( B) | 5oit (2)} 4.2 ( 2)]21.2 (11)] 40,0 (16)
Medium 4,5 (1)} 79 ( 3)] 7¢1 ( 3)] 25.9 (14) | 4246 (29)
High 12,5 ( 2) | 21.1 ( 8)| 23,92 ( 7)1 17.2 (10) | 28.2 (20)
Highest 6.7 (1) ] 22.2 (16)] 18,9 (14) | 22.9 ( 8){ 32.3 (10)
MPO Ratios :
Lowest 15,0 ( 6)}20.5 ( 2)| 9.1 ( 2)] 36,6 (15)] 46.8 (u4)
Low 10.3 ( 3)1 20.0 ( 6)] 19.5 ( 8) ] 267 (12)} 343 (24)
Medium 4,9 ( 2)1 12,2 ( 5)] 19.5 ( 8)} 18.9 (10)| 17,9 ( ?7)
High 0 22 (15)) 7.9 ( 5)} 1647 ( 6)] 188 ( 3)
Highest 1.3 (1)) 3.0(2)] 6.5 (3)} 74 (2] O
Median Income:
Lowest 7.1 ( 1)} 20.5 (15)| 19.2 (15)] 18.5 ( 5)§ 35.5 (11)
Low 7.1 (1)} 18.8 ( 6)] 18.2 ( 6)] 20,0 (10)}| 32.6 (31)
| Medium 4,8 ( 1) 14.3 (4)] 841 ( 3)| 19.7 (14)} 43.9 (29)
High 7ol (L)} 843 ()] 4.7 (2)] 25.0 (13)} 28,0 ( 7)
Highest o2 ( 5) 2.4 (1)] 3.0 (1)} 8.7 (2)} ©
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TABLE U43~-Contimed

COMFLETION STAGE ‘AGE OF HOUSING
WITH CONTROL :
VARIABLE Youngest Young Medium 0ld Oldest
Funct, Classif,.:
Marmafacturing 705 (4)1212:5 ( 4) 1103 ( 8)] 234 (25)} 42,1 (51)
Industrial 0 0 33.3 (2)f 91 (1)f O
Div. Mamuface 7.1 ( 1)| 27.8 (10) | 18,4 ( 7)} 31,1 (i4)} 30,5 (18)
Dive Re't-aj.lb L!"a? ( 2) 1493 (10) lla8 ( 6) 801 ( 3} 2590 ( 6)
Retailing 569 ( 5) 9 (5) 5:2 ( 2) 0 25.0 ( 2)
Dormitory Func,:
No Lo,7 (6)]14.8 (27) 1 12.7 (26)] 21,0 (&4)}| 3641 (75)
Yes 6k (6)] 7e5(3)] 5.3(1)} O 15.8 ( 3)
Education:
Lowest 1407 ( 5) : 8.7 ( 2) 6.3 ( 2) 14‘07 ( 5) %eo (L!'O)
Low 8e7 ( 2)] 15.2 ( 5) 15,2 ( 7)f 20,0 (14)} 31.0 (18)
Medium 0 W7 ((5)1 8.2 (&)} 26,2 (16)} 39.4 (13)
. High 2,0 (1)} 15.7 (11) 12,2 ( 5)| 24e2 ( 8)| 22.2 ( 6)
Highest 503 ( L") 11,1 ( ?) 16.1 ( 9) 1'4’.0 ( 1) 11,1 ( 1)
1 Type Governments , i
" Commission 0 34.8 ( 8)113.0 ( 3)1 3.4 (1)} 68,4 (26)
' City Manager 5.6 (( 9) | 12,1 (17) | 11.4 (12)] 21.8 (17) 1 33.3 (20)
Mayor-Council 53 ((3)] 8.5 ( 5) 12,5 (12)] 22.6 (26)1 24.4 (31)
C:L'ty Size:
1st Quintile 369 (1)t 5.1 ( 2) 2,2 ((1)] 7.0 ( 3)1 14.3 ( 6)
(Smallest)
2nd Quintile 0 91 (5)] 8.9 (&)} 5.4 (2)) 114 (&)
3rd Quintile 565 (1) [ 1169 ( 5) ] 9ol ( 5)] 4.3 ( 6)] 3043 (10)
ith Quintile 143 (4) ] 49 (2) 116 ( 5)f 2040 ( 9)} 352 (19)
5th Quintile 16,7 ( 4) | 34.8 (16) | 31.6 (12) ] 42.9 (28) | 61.9 (39)
(Largest)

1‘1'he percentages are of cities in each ca'begéry of age of housing (column

percentages) that also are in completion stage rather than the other
statuses of vrban renewal, controlled by the seclected variablss,
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TAELE 44

PERCENTAGESl AND NUMBER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO CITY SIZE BY
COMPLETION STAGE COF URBAN RENEWAL, WITH SELECTED VARIABLES
CONTROLLED (NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

COMPLETION CITY SIZE QUINTILES

STAGE WITH
CONTROL st 2nd 3rd hth 5th

VARTAELES (Smallest) (Largest)

A1l Cities 5.9 (13 8.0 (18) | 12.0 (2 17, 41,

e CAtos st (13) (18) 0 (27) ] 173 (39) 9 (95)
Central City 25,0 (1) 11647 (1)} 17.6 ( 3)! 20,3 (14) | 46.1 (82)
Independent 7.1 (7)1 10.4 (11) ] 14.0 (Q4) | 20.3 (12) | 66.7 ( 2)
Suburban 403 ( 5) 5-"3' ( 6) 903 (10) 12-6 (]2) 2309 (ll)
Regions: ,
New England 0 16,7 ( 2) | 18.8 ( 3)] 143 ( 3) | 51.9 (14)
Mdl. Atlantic | 14.0 ( 6)] 7.1 ( 3)127.3 ( 9)] 48.3 (14) | 65.6 (21)
S. Atlantic 3:6 ( 1) 4.0 ( l) Lh‘O ( 1) 2398 ( 5) 6393 (19)
Eo Se Central [18.2 ( 2)} 40,0 (&)1 47,4 (9)1 11,1 (1) 72.7 ( 8)
We So,Cen“tral 503 ( 1) 701"’ ( 2) 5-0 ( l) o 1306 ( 3)
Ee B¢ Central la? ( 1) 2.1 ( l) 8.9 ( L") 1308 ( 9) 4395(20)
We e Central S5 (2)] 45(1)} © 1 2540 ( &) | 3543 ( 6)
Mountain 0 0 0 o 0
Pacific 0 12,9 (4)| © 8.8 ( 3) | 118 ( &)
Dilapidations :

Lowost 0 0 a1 (2)1 3.7 ( 2)] 25,0 ( 6)

- Low 4,0 ( 2)1 20e3 ( 4)} 14,0 ( 7)1 22,0 ( 9) ] 28,9 (13)
Mediunm 8.6 ( 3)| 88 ((3)] 9.8 (4)] 1248 ( 5) | 46.7 (35)
High 7.7 ( 3)1 2.4 (1)1 19,4 ( 7)} 24.0 (12) | 49,0 (24)
Bighest 102 ( 5) | 16e7 (19) 1 24,3 ((7)] 2648 (11) | 50,0 (17)
MPO Ratio:

Lowest 9.3 ( #) 1 17,9 (7)) ] 30,0 (22)] 34.7 (17) ]} 54.4 (31)
Low £,8 ( 2)] 100 ( &)1 9.5 (4)] 17.2 (10) | 59.3 (32)
Medium 7.8 ( 4) 9¢8 ( 4) 11149 ( 5)| 15¢2 ( 5) | 29.2 (1&)
High ’ 506 ( 2) 338 ( 2) 13.0 ( 6) 569 ( 2) 4.7 (17)
Highest 21 (1)} s (1)} © 9.8 ( 5)] 5.3 (1)
Median Tncome:
Lowsst 7.8 ( 4)| 14.8 ( 8)| 20.9 ( 9)| 20.0 ( 8) ] 51.4 (18)
Low 15.7 ( 8)| 4.8 ( 2)}| 214 ( 9)] 26.3 (10) | 49,0 (25)
Medium 0 15,0 ( 6) 1 7.4 ( 4)] 30,0 (12) | 49.2 (30)
High 2.6 (1)] 5.9 (2)1 143 ( 5)1 8e3 ( 5)f 29.8 (17)
Highest 0] 4] 0 8e5 ( 4){ 217 ( 5)
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TARLE 44—=Continued

COMPLETION CITY SIZE QUINTILES

STAGE WITH

CONTROL 1st 2nd 3rd 4th 5th
VARTABLES (Smallest) | (Largest)
Funcet, Classif: .
Manufacturing 6.8 ( )1 9.9 (7)}19.2 (A4) | 22,6 (19) 52 8 (47)
Industrial o 0 14,3 (1) 116.7 ( 2)t

Div‘ Manuface 12@0 ( 3) 8e6 ( 3) 2209 ( 8) 2»299 ( 8) 4592 (28\
Dive Retail, ol (2)1 5.9 (3)] 7.9 3))1 7.5 ( 3)]32.7 (17)
Retailing 2.3 (1)} 8.3 (4)} 2.0 (1)]15.0 (6)}112 (2)
Education:

Lowest %e7 ( 2) 1109 ( 5) | 33.3 (12) | 26,3 (15) | 4848 (20)
Low 7e3 ( 4)] 9.8 (&) (16,3 (7)116.3 (7)1 50,0 (24)
Mediun 5,9 (2) | 87 (#)| 8.3 (4)112.2 ( 5)] 7.1 (24)
High 9:8 ((4)] 668 ( 3)1 77 ( 3)] 968 ( &)1 30,9 (17)
Highsst 2,1 (L)1 4.2 (2)) 1.7 (1) ]118.6 ( 8)] 31.3 (10)
Typs Governments: _ TR o
Commission 20,7 ( 6) ) 7.7 (1) ]29.6 ( 8)|40.7 (1)} 57.1 (12)
City Manager 30 { 3) 1 7.5 ( 8)] 9.9 (12) [ 14.2 (16) | 34.3 (36)

. Magror-Council Dot {(4) 1 8e7 ( 9) ] Se2 (7)) §13e1 (A1) | 4645 (47

lTha percentages are of cities in each qunntlle of city size (column

percentages)that also are in completion stage rather than other statuses

of urban renswal, controlled by the selected variablses,
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TABLE 45

PERCENTAGES™ AND NUMBER COF CITIES ACCORDING TO MPO RATIO BY
COMPLETION STAGE OF UREAN RENEWAL, WITH SELECTED
VARTABLES CONTROLLED (NUMBER OF CITIES

IN PARENTHESES)

COMPLETION
STAGE WITH CON~

MPC RATIO QUINTILES

Highest

TRCL VARIABLES Lowest Low Medium High

A1l Cities 31el (71) 2240 (52) | 14,9 (32) |- 13.4 (29) | 3.5 ( 8)
Funct. Classife: | '

Manufacturing 344 (53)] 23,0 (28) 1 15.0 ( 9)} 6.1 (2)] ©
Industrial 50.0 ( 2) 0 0 0 50,0 ( 1)
Dive Manufac, 375 ( 9) 3 (12) ] 22.9 (14) ] 24,1 (13) ]} 125 ( 2)
Dive Retail, 11,1 ( 2) 1 226 ( 7) 3 (6)} 15,3 (11) 3l ( 2)
Retailing 313 (5)113.3(2)] 9.5(2)] 4.9(2)} 2.8 (3)
Dilapidations |

Lowast ol ((B4)113.8 (4)) 5,9 (2){ © 0 :
Low. 29, (20) 1 14,0 (7)1 1443 ( 7) 0 2.9 (1)
Medium 38,6 (22)§ 2843 (15) f 1443 ( 6) 4 15.8 ( 6)} 2.9 (1)
High’ 13166 (12) 1 2540 (15) 1 15.9 ( 7)| 22.9 (11) 8.0 ( 2)
Highest 42,9 (12) } 25,0 (13) | 21,7 (10)} 16.2 (A2) | 11.4 ( 4)
Median Income: ‘ (

Low - L2.,6 (L6) 1] 28,6 (34) § 20,k (23) 1 15.1 (22) 6.7 { 5)
High 20,8 (25) | 15.4 (18) | 8.8 (9| 9.9 (7)| 2.0 ( 3)
Doyrmitory Funce: :

No 31.8 (61) ] 23.5 (48) | 171 (32) | 153 (29) | 49 (' 8)
Yes 2708 (10) 1205 ( l") 0 0
Education: ‘

Low 3363 (67) 1 2044 (32) | 13.3 (13) 2 (9)} 4.0 (1)
High 14¢8 ( 4) | 2563 (20) } 1642 (19) | 146 (20) ) 345 ( 7)
Metro, Status:

Central City 5265 (32) | 50,0 (34) | 32,7 (16) | 27,0 (17) | 6.1 ( 2)
Independent 25,0 ( 8) ] 16,2 (12) ’+ 1 (13)] 7.9 (8)} 7.4 (5)
Suburban 23,0 (31)] 64 (6)f 4.1 (3)) 77 (4)} O
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TABLE &45--Contimied

COMPLETICN
STAGE WITH CON=-

MPO RATIO QUINTILES

Highest

.....

<tuses of urban renewal, controlled by selected varlablpse

TROL VARTARBLES Lowest Low Medium High
Region: : ‘

New England 34,1 (14) 217 ( 5) 20,0 ( 2) 16,7 (1) O

Mdl, Atlantic | 43.5 (30) [ 29.5 (13)}29.2 ( 7)]20.0 ( 3)] ©

S. Atlentic 10,0 ( 1) 125.9 (7))} 24,2 ( 8)]28.6 (10)] 4.2 (1)
Ee S Central 55,6 ( 5) 150.0 ( 5) | 41.7 ( 5)}|36.0 { 9)} ©

We S. Central 0 158 (2) ] 9.5 (2)] %9 ( 2)] 3.0 (1)
Ee No Central 214 (315) {16.9 (13)1211.8 (6)} 4,0 (1)} ©

We No Central 30,0 ( 3) {333 (5)| © 9.1 ( 2){11.5 ( 3)
Mountain 0 o 0 0 0
Pacific 17.6 ( 3){ 87 (2)] 641 (2)} 343 (L)} 6.3 ( 3)
Type Govermment:

Commission 69¢2 (18) [ 33.3 ( 7) | 24.0 ( 6) 19.4 (6)1 7.1 (1)
City Manager | 18.2 (12) |25.0 (26) | 24,8 (17) | 22,4 (14) | 10.6 ( 6)
Maycr-Council 3001 (40) 171 (19) | 11.1 ( 9) .9 {9} 1.7 (L)
1

The . pnrcenuaves are of cltles in each qulntlle of MPO ratlo (column



TABLE 46

PERCENTAGESl AND NUMBER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO FUNCTIYONAL
CLASSIFICATION BY COMPLETION STAGE OF UREAN RENEWAL,

WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

COMPLETION FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION
STAGE WITH :
CONTROL Manufac= Diversif.|Diversif,
VARTARLES turing | Dhdustrial | Manufac. Retail, Retailing
All Cities 23¢5 (92) 8e8 ( 3) | 2640 (50} ,12.4 (28) 1 7.9 (14)
Education:
Lowest 29,5 (38) | 111 (1) { 20,6 ( 7) | 368 (1) 30.0 ( 6)
Low 24,6 (28)f © 304 (A4) { 9.1 ( 3} 5.0 (1)
Medium 22,9 (16) | 12,5 ( 1) | 31.4 (16) {12,0 ( 6)] ©
High 12,2 ( 5)] 0 20.5 ( 8) |19.7 (13)| 6.9 ( )
Highest 13,5 ( 5) 1 5040 (1) }22:7 ( 5) | 968 ( 5)] 4.1 ( 3)
Dormitory Funce: ,
No - 24,0 (91) 9.7 ( 3) | 2640 (47) 114,0 (24){ 7.3 ( 8)
Yes 8.3 (1)) o 27.3 ( 3) | 7.4 ()| 6.7 (6)
Type Governments - :
Commission 43,5 (20) | 40,0 ( 2) | 38.5 (10) {15.8 ( 3)| 12.5 ( 2)
City Manager 20,0 (27) 1 © 25.6 (21) {11.7 (26)} 7.3 ( 9)
Mayor-Council | 21,6 (45) | 6.3 ( 1) | 22.6 (19) {12.9 ( 9)| 34 ( 2)
Dilapidation:
Lowest 4e8 ( 3) o 0 8¢9 ( 4) 3¢9 ( 3)
Low 23,5 (23) ] 2846 ( 2) {1641 ( 5) | 566 ( 2) 54 ('2)
Medium 3246 (30) 0 9 (15) {11.8 ( &) 0 :
Highest 214 (12) | 11,1 ( 1) | 3066 (15) [18s2 (12)} 2040 ( 7)
Median Income:
Lowest 21,3 (10) | 2040 ( 1) | 3247 (17) |17.6 (22) | 143 ( 5)
Low 3206 (29) C 3008 (16) lloL!’ ( L") 11.1 ( 3)
Medium 30,7 (31){13.1 ( 1) { 35.3 (12) [15.8 ( 6) | 346 ( 1)
High 19,6 (19) ] 10,0 ( 1) | 9.7 ( 3) 112.8 (1 5)] 6.3 ( 2)
Highest 53 (3)] 0 8.7 (2) ] 2.2 (1){ 3.9 ( 3)
Metro., Status: '
Central City 48,1 (50) | 33.3 (1) | 46,0 (29) | 28.6 (16)] 10,8 ( &)
Independent 15,1 (19)t © 19,7 (A4) | 9.3 ( 7)Y} 640 ( 3)
Suburban W4 (23)] 6.3 (1) }12.1 (7))} 5.3 (5)] 6.3 (7)
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TARLE 46—Continved

COMPLETICN FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION

STAGE WITH .

CONTROL Manuface- Diversif. { Diversif. ' A

VARTABLES turing Indust>ial | Manufact, Retail, Retailing

Region:

New England 24,6 (14) 0 26,7 ( 4)} 60,0 ( 3)110Q0 ( 1)
Mdl, Atlantic | 39.6 (36) [ 200 (1) | 306 (A1)} 4.3 ( 3)1 5.0 (1)
Se Atlantic 12,5 ( 4) 0 38¢5 (10) | 29.7 (11) 9.1 ( 2)
Ee S¢ Central 29,4 ( 5) 1300,0 ( 1) {1 5645 (13)| 231 ( 3)§ 25,0 ( 1)
We Se Central 0 0 16.7 ( 3) 5.3 ( 2) 6.7 ( 2)
Es No Central 1954 (26) 0 1308 ( 4) 503 ( 2) 7.,7 ( 3)
We Ho Central 2060 ( &) 20,0 ( 1)} 20,0 ( 4) 4,3 (1) 4,8 (1)
Mountain 0 0 0 0 . 0
Pacific 10,3 (3)| O he2 (1)} 7.1 (3)] 7.9 ( 3)

lThe~pereentages are of cities in each functional classification
-{eclumn percentages) that also are in completion stage rather than other
:statuses of urban renewal, controlled by the selected variables.
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PERCENTAGES

1

TABLE 47

AND NUMBER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO DILAPIDATION BY
COMPLETION STAGE OF URBAN RENEWAL,

WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED

(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

COMPLETION EXTENT OF DILAPIDATION

STAGE WITH CON-

TROL VARIABLES Lowest - Low Medium High Highest
All Cities 4,3 (10) | 15.6 (35)1 22.3 (50) | 21.9 (47) | 21.6 (49)
Median Incons:

Lowest 0 3363 ( 4)1 9.1 ( 2)117.1 ( 6)} 23.0 (35)
Low 0] 20,6 ( 7)1 24,6 (Q4) 1 32,0 (24) | 17.6 ( 9)
Medium 20,0 ( 2)] 19.1 ( 9)1 34¢2 (25) 1 173 (13)t 11.1 ( 2)
High 1000 ( 5) 15-7 (13) 10.0 ( 6) 14;8 ( L") 50.0 ( 2)
Highest 1.9 ( 3){ 4.1 ( 2)] 25.0 ( 3){ © 50,0 ( 1)
Education: . .

Lowest 1363 ( 4) ] 273 (15)1 3343 (15) ] 2240 (11) ] 20.9 ( 9)
Low 4,8 ( 1) ] 231 ( 9)1 25,0 (13)] 20.8 (11) } 18,5 (12)
. Medium 6.5 (2) 1 21,4 (. 5)1 23,3 (10) | 26,9 (I4) } 14,3 ( 7)
High 4o8 (2)] 45 (2)1 14,3 (7)117.9 ( 7)1} 2843 (13)
Highest 0.9 (1) 9.3 ((4)1 14.3 ( 5)]119.0 ( &)} 33.3 ( 8)
Metro, Status: ,

Central City 22,2 ( 2)]| 29.8 (A4) ] 38.9 (35) | 40.3 (27) } 37.7 (23)
Independent o 12,7 (7)1 945 (7)1 14:7 (15) | 13.4 (17)
Suburban 3¢8 (( 8) 1107 ( 3)] 13.3 (8)] 109 ( 5)] 23.1 ( 9)
Dormitory Func.: .

No Be2 ( 5)117.8 (32)1 23.1 (49) ] 22,1 (46) | 21.3 (46)
Type of Governs: ;
Commission 443 (1) 1391 ( 9)) 364 ( 8)]25.0 ( 8)] 36.4 (12)
City Manager 2.9 ( 4) ] 14.6 (12) ] 18,3 (19) | 22,2 (22) | 14.9 (18)
Mayor=Council 6ol (( 5) 1 12e7 (AL4) | 2345 (23) ] 205 {17) | 25.4 (18)
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TABLE 47-—Contirmed

COMPLETION

EXTENT OF DILAPIDATION

STAGE WITH CON~

TROL VARIABLES Lowest Low Medium High Highest
Region: )

New England 16,7 ( 1) | 14.3 ( 4) | 37.5 (12) | 28.6 ( 4) [ 33.3 ( 1)
Mdl. Atlantic 4,7 ( 2) 35.6 (16) | 42,9 (18) }28.1 ( 9) {#47.1 ( 8)
Se Atlantic 0 7.7 (1) {11.1 ( 2) 35.7 (10) | 21..5 (14)
Es S¢ Central 0 4] 0 53. ( ?) 14'1.5 (17)
We Se Central o} 4] 10,0 ( 1) ] 8.3 (2)] 6.3 ( 4)
E. N. Central 7.0 ( 6) | 15.3 ( 9) 1200 ( 9) 19.; ) { o '
We No Central 0 4,3 (1) ]319.2 ( 5) 2 (4)]20.,0 ( 2)
Meuntain 0 0 0 o 0
Pacific 1.7 (1) 2100 (L)) 97 (3)] O 75.0 ( 3)

‘ 1The percentages are of cities in each category of extent of dilapida~
tion (column percentages) that also are in completion stage rather than
oth&r statuses of arban renewal, controlled by selected variables,



PERCENTAGES

1

TABLE 438

AND NUMPER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO INCOME
BY COMPLETION STAGE OF URBAN RENEWAL,

WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

COMPLETION
STAGE WITH CON-

MEDTAN INCOME

TROL VARIABLES Lowest Low Medium High Highest
A1l Cities 21,1 (47) { 241 (54) | 23.2 (52) {13.4 (30) L,0 (9)
Education: :
Lowest 26.3 (10) | 30,0 (21) | 28.6 (16) §{13.0 ( 6) 7.7 (1)
Low 22,4 (15) | 22,9 (11) | 20.4 (11) 19.6 ( 9) 0
Medium 14,5 { 8) | 214 ( 9) | 3062 (16) |14.3 ( 6) 0
High. 19.6 ( 9) 1 23.3 (10) | 10,0 ( &) |10,6 ( 5) | 6.8 ( 3)
Highest 2044 ( 5) 114e3.( 3)]23.8 ( 5) ] 93 ()} 3.9 ( 5)
1 Type Governments | ’ ~
Commissién 39,5 (15) [ 43.8 (A4) 1 29,2 ( 7)1XR.5(2)} ©
City Manager 12.8 (16) | 21,7 (20) { 22,3 (21) | 12,1 (13) | 3.9 (' 5)
Mayor-Council | 26,7 (16) | 20.2 (20) | 22.1 (23) | 14.9 (15) | 44 ( &)
Metro. Status: , v
Central City 40,0 (26) | 41.8 (28) | 40.3 (31) | 26,8 (15) | 111 ( 1)
Independent 12,7 (17) | 13.6 (15) | 11.8 (10) | 9.1 ( 3) | 20,0 ( 1)
Suburban 1647 ( 4) ] 23.4 (1) | 17.7 Q)| 8.2 ()| 3.3 (.7)
Region: : .
New England 16,7 (1)} 27.3 ( 6)} 31.3 (10) | 22,2 ( 4)} 20,0 ( 1)
Mdl. Atlantic 75.0 ( 9) ]| 37.7 (20) | 51e% (18) [ 121 ( &) | 443 ( 2)
Se Atlantic 15,2 {12) | 35.7 (10) | 27.3 ( 3) | 25,0 ( 1) | 1h3 (1)
Ee Se Central L"ZQZ (19) MPQL} ( L}) 0 33.3 ( 1) 0
We Se Central 6.7 ( 4) 8.0 ( 2) 7.7 ( l) .0 PSS & 0
_ Ee Ne Central 0 1106 ( 5) 22.2 (lh‘) 1907(13)365 ( 3)
We No Central 10,0 ( 1)§ 24,0 { 6)] 12,5 ( 3) 15,8 ( 3)| ©
Mountain 0] 0 o - 4] ' (o)
Pacific 5060 ((1)! 4.3 ( 1){ 11.1 ( 3) 6.6 (&) 3.7 ( 2)

Lrhe percentages are of cities in each

of urban renewal, controlled by selected variables.

category of incoms (column per-
centages) that also are in completion stage rather than other statuses
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PERCENTAGES™ AND NUMBER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO EDUCATION

1

TABLE 49

BY CCHMPLETICN STAGE OF URBAN RENEWAL,
WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED

(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

COMPLETICN EDUCATIONAL LEVELS

STAGE WITH CON-

TROL VARIABLES Lowest Low Medium High Highest

411 Citdes 24,2 (54) ] 20,0 (46) | 17,7 (39) | W4.1 (31} } 9.6 (22)

Metro, Status:

Central Citay %39 (23) “‘056 (26) L"Z.L:’ (25) 2601 (18) 2703 ( 9)
Independent 18,8 ( 9) ] 14.3 (15)] 7.0 ( 6) 1117 ( 9) 13,7 ( 7)
Suburban 175 (22) ] 8.2 ( 5)] 20,7 ( 8)} 54 (4)} 3.5 5)

Regions ,

- New England '31e3 (10) | 27.3 ( 6) ] 25.0 (4)}| O 33.3 ( 2)
Mdl. Atlantic | 42.2 ( 2)} 28,1 ( 9)| 46.2 (12) ] 14,3 (4)] 3.4 (1)
S Atlantic | O 17.2 ( 5){ 21,2 ( 7)1 206 ( 7) ]| 30.8 ( 8)
Ei Se Central [ 30,0 ( 3)} 50,0 ( 8) | 29,4 ( 5)} 50,0 { 5){42.9 ( 3)
We Se Central 0 7.7 {( 2)} O 10,3 ( &) 647 (1)
Ee Ne Central [13.4 ( 9) ) 21,0 (13)} 135 ( 7)117.2 ( 5) ] 1.9 ( 1)
We No Central 22,2 (12) 12100 ( 2) ] 143 (311744 (4) ) 8e3 ( 2)
Mountain 0 0 0 , 0 o
Pacific 1366 ( 3)] 563 (1)} 4eC (1)) 4.9 (2)] 9.1 (1)

Typs Government: : )

Cormission 54,3 (19) | 32,1 ( 9) 1 10.5 ( 2) | 22.7 ( 5)123.1 ( 3)
City Manager 4.8 ( 9)}19.2 (19) ] 17.5 (20) { 11.4 (14) | 8.7 (13)
Mayor-Ccuncil 2042 (25) [ 17.5 (18) ] 19.5 (17) | 16,0 (12) | 9.1 ( &)

lThe percentages are of cities in each educational level {column per-
centages)_that also are in completion stage rather than other statuses
of urban renewal; controlled by the selected variables,
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TABLE 50

PERCF'NTAuES1 AND NUMBER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO METROPOLITAN STATUS
BY COMPLETION STAGE OF URBAN RENEWAL,
WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

COMPLETION STAGE METROFOLITAN STATUS

WITH CONTROL '

iy Central Independent Suburban
VARLABLES City City City

. w}a-?&“— v r X X e 2 Demmpa:

A1l Cities 36.9 (101) 12,5 ( 46) 9.2 ( 44)
Regions:
New England 38.7 ( 12) 24,0 ( 6) 14,8 ( 4)

- Middle Atlantic 81.8 ( 27) 30,8 ( 12) 13.1 ( 14)
South Atlantic 48,8 ( 20) 8¢l ( 5) 7.7 ( 2)
East South Central 64,3 ( 9) 314 ( 11) 364 ( 4)
West South Central 12.2 ( 5) 2.2 ( 1) L,3 (- 1)
East North Central 4o,0 ( 20) 5.9 ( &) 75 ( 11)
West North Central 25,0 ( 5) 8.9 ( 4) 10.0 ( 3)
Mountain 0 0 0

Type Governments
Commission 47,1 ( 16) 22,9 ( 11) 29.4 ( 10)
City Manager 28.9 ( 37) 110k ( 20) 7.5 ( 18)
Mayor-Council 42,9 ( 48) 10,6 ( 15) 7¢5 ( 15)

Lhe percentages are of cities in each metorpolitan status (column per—
centages) that also are in completion stage rather than the other sta-~
tuses of urban renewal, controlled by the selected variables,
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TABLE 51
PERCENTAGEBl AND NUMBER OF CITIES ACCORDING TO REGIONS
EBY COMPLETION STAGE OF URBAN RENEWAL,

WITH SELECTED VARIABLES CONTROLLED
(NUMBER OF CITIES IN PARENTHESES)

. REGIONS
-~ < - .
COMPLETTION STAGE o ol B 4 7 R o
WITH CONTROL BloeB| _Clas |aB8(=2312F] & -
VARTABLES SIS ESleB8ledledl2E] & he|
= go T — gﬁ; u g n g n g n s 3 o
SHEIER| 32|88 123183512881 2 &
K11 Citiles 26.5] 29,61 20.9} 40,0 6.4} 13.3{ 13.4] © 743
| (22)} 53)} Y @) (D] (G5 (A3 (11)
¥PO. Ratioc: A
Lowest 34,0} 43.5] 10,01 55,6 0 | 21,4} 30.,0] 0 {17.6
| [CIOR NGOG NEIN N @s)f ( 3) ( 3)
Low 217 § 29¢5] 259} 50,0 { 1544 | 16,9} 33.3| © 8.7
(5D @3} 5) ( 2)
Medium 20,0} 29.2| 24,21 m1,7| 9.5} 11.8} o 0 6ol
. (21 (D81 (5)](2)](6) (2)
High 16,7} 20.0] 28,6} 36.0| 4.9} 4.0} 9.1 o 363
(DA (N](2D (D] (2) (.1)
Highest 0 0] 4,21 0 3.0} O 11,51 © 6.3
(L (1) ( 3) ( 3)
Type Government: '
Commission 100,0§{ 57.9] O 3751 71| 7.7}126,7) O 0
: (1) (=2 (DD IH
City Manager 40,0 ]| 25,0] 1840 3751 8.3 16,31 7.9% O 75
(8i(8)yj@Ea1cé)1(6)1@ae)(m (10
Mayor-Council 20,0 } 2143} 33,3 45.,0] O 11.8413.6{ © 2.1
@ lEniiafid 8) | ( &) (1)

lPercentages are of cities in each region (column percentages) that also
are in completion stage rather than the other statuses of urban renewal,
contrelled by selected variables.
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