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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Problem Statement 
This study is an exploratory analysis and test of 

the two prominant and most widely used approaches or models 
for explaining urban policy. In order to accomplish this 
task, the approaches are applied to comparative analyses 
of local decisional outcomes. The central purpose of 
the thesis, then, is to ascertain the relevance and appli­
cability of the two approaches to explanations of urban 
policy outcomes. The first is the well-known and dominant 
approach grounded in the group theory/pluralist research 
tradition; local policy outcomes are the result of bargained 
compromises characterized by interactions among the partici­
pants or actors in several functional arenas within the 
city's political system. I will call this the Process 
approach. The second approach seeks explanations of 
policy outcomes through the constraints imposed on local 
discretion by the systemic factors of an ordered political- 
economy. This framework, which I will call the Unitary, 
emphasizes the effects of the city's economic and competi­
tive market needs on the discretion of local decision 
makers in setting policy. As a result, policies are cate-
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gorized according to their relative impact on the city's 
fiscal health rather than by function.

Therefore, since both approaches seek to explain 
local policy outcomes as discretionary choices of local 
decision makers, the research problem seems straightforward. 
That is, the study will identify, describe and explain the 
relationships between independent variables suggested by 
each of the two frameworks and local expenditure policy out­
comes, across a number of cities, to ascertain which of the 
models offers the "best" set of explanations and/or predic­
tions. However, any effort to conduct comparative research 
capable of testing the ability of these two approaches to 
explain policy outcomes must overcome major problems inherent 
to research which compares the explanatory power of different 
theoretical models.

The urban politics literature does not contain 
analyses which examine and compare the utility of the Pro­
cess and Unitary frameworks in explaining a common set of 
substantive policy outcomes. That void is probably due to 
the fact that the models require different levels of inquiry 
and, therefore, explanations possible within the theoretical 
construct of each approach.^ The Process approach inquires

^"Stephen M. David and Paul Kantor, "Urban Policy in 
the Federal System: A Reconceptualization of Federalism,"
paper delivered at the Annual Meeting of the American Poli­
tical Science Association, New York, 1981; Paul E. Peterson, 
City Limits (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981),
Preface and Chap. 1; Robert L. Lineberry, "From Political 
Sociology to Political Economy," American Behavioral Scien­
tist 24 (December 1980): 299-317; and Robert L. Lineberry



www.manaraa.com

3

into the city's internalized, and sometimes institutional­
ized, conflict-resolution arrangements between various pub­
lic and private actors. As a result, explanations of 
urban policy are necessarily limited in their scope to 
decisional outcomes of the city's several functional arenas. 
External factors are treated as background and not relevant
for explaining decisions. The Unitary framework provides

2urban research with a more holistic approach. While not 
denying the ability of the Process approach to explain in­
ternal, bargained compromises of the city's decisional arenas, 
the Unitary model "casts a wider conceptual net" and accounts 
for the systemic constraints of the ordered political- 
economy on the choices of actors within the city. Thus, 
for the Unitary framework, the city's internal structural 
and process variables are treated as secondary to systemic 
sources of constraining parameters around the ability of 
local decision makers to exercise discretion within their 
city. A central purpose of this study, then, is to overcome

and Louis H. Masotti, eds., The New Urban Politics (Cambridge, 
Mass.: Ballinger, 1976), pp. 1-15. This section and the
following sections owe their content and structure, as well 
as any intellectual vigor exhibited, to these scholarly works 
which compare and contrast theoretical constructs of the two 
models, and serve as the discipline's cutting edge in the 
recognition of the necessarily different levels of urban in­
quiry and explanation engendered by the city's unique socio­
logy and political-economy.

2David and Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal 
System." Much of this discussion, and especially the phrase 
"conceptual net," is taken from their discussion of systemic 
vs. bargaining centered explanations of policy outcomes.t
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these problems inherent to paradigmatic inquiry, where re­
search "schools" are talking past each other, and provide a 
sense of the utility and contribution of these two frame­
works. We may, therefore, be better able to arrive at a 
consensus which identifies the place of each model in the 
urban research community.

This study is an important contribution to urban 
policy theory for two reasons. First, the two prominant 
models used to explain urban policy are compared for their 
ability to explain and/or predict substantive policy out­
comes of American cities. With each of these models seek­
ing the consensus of the urban research community, it is 
most important that we go beyond abstract scholarly dis­
course and identify, through an empirical analysis, the 
conditions under which these models can or cannot explain 
urban policy decisional outcomes. Second, it seems that 
these models need not be viewed as competitive or mutually 
exclusive. The Process and Unitary approaches are each 
the product of a long and rich urban research tradition. 
Hopefully, this study will serve to highlight the ability 
of the two approaches to supplement or compliment the ex­
planatory power of the other.

Urban Policy Analysis
The urban research tradition, and its movement or 

"transformation" from an emphasis on political reform and 
administrative efficiency to an approach which stresses the
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systemic effects of the political-economy on city politics, 
will be briefly reviewed in this section. This review is 
not intended to provide ammunition for a further widening 
of the intellectual gap between advocates of these two app­
roaches. Rather, it is hoped, issues central to the two 
very different levels of inquiry and, therefore, different 
levels of explanation unique to each can be addressed so 
that we might begin to appreciate the value of these models 
for a more complete urban research strategy. Since the 
Unitary model suggests a set of constraining parameters 
within which the Process approach can best be utilized to 
explain urban political outcomes, the models are potentially 
complimentary to each other in efforts at analyzing urban 
policy.

The Process Approach
This long-standing and dominant approach to urban

political research is the result of a transition in the
concern of political scientists from local administrative
efficiency and legal structural municipal reforms to one
centered on questions of "who governs?" and the consequences

3for urban policy choice. That transformation is an impor­
tant link in the development of the Process approach.

Urban research of the early 1900's reformist- 
oriented genre concentrated on identifying problems with

3Lineberry, "Political Sociology", p. 305; and 
Peterson, City Limits, p. ix.
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political structures and partisan control and the concur­
rent administrative inefficiencies of the city's service- 
providing agencies. The major emphasis of this research 
was less concerned with equity and popular control and more
concerned with prescriptive edicts on how a city should be

4governed— or at least "managed." During this period, a 
myriad of assorted urban ills and problems were identified. 
An attendant array of prescriptive solutions formed the 
nexus for much of the urban reform movement1s success in 
establishing an authoritative set of guidelines for so- 
called "efficient" governmental forms and "non-partisan" 
electoral structures.

Urban researchers of the late 1950's and 1960's 
began to question the assumptions of the reform model and 
its prescriptions. This new generation of scholars breathed 
life into a moribund urban politics research arena. The 
questions raised by Sayre and Kaufman, Dahl, Banfield and

5Wilson, and Polsby, challenging the reform paradigm, cen­
tered on the concepts that

^Lineberry, "Political Sociology" pp. 302-304.
This excellent review of the literature contains many cita­
tions of interest to those wishing to pursue a more in- 
depth understanding of this problem-oriented research epoch 
in political science.

^Robert Dahl, Who Governs? (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1961); Edward C. Banfield and James Q. 
Wilson, City Politics (Cambridge: Harvard University Press,
1963) ; and Nelson W. Polsby, Community Power and Political 
Theory, 2d ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1980)
are several examples of this genre of research.
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While reform may have produced efficiency, it traded 
off other values, including representativeness and 
responsiveness. If (reformed) public bureaucracies 
. . . promoted efficiency, they also reduced the 
participation of lower class groups . . .  If city 
managers displaced council members and mayors as 
loci of power, the possibility of citizen control 
was eroded.6

Thus, these concerns for the city's advocacy of the broader 
democratic political values of equity, responsiveness, re­
presentativeness and popular control form the basis for 
much of the conceptualizations that go to the contemporary 
urban theoretical construct we are calling the Process 
approach.

Gaining some elan from the development and accep­
tance of David Truman's group theory concepts of subjective 
group interests, the interaction of groups and their lead­
ers, and the more or less open access points through which 
groups might gain benefits from the political system at 
the national level, the self-described pluralists of the 
post-World War II wave of urban scholars, mentioned above,
viewed the local polity from a sharing of power perspec- 

7tive. The group theory/pluralist grounded Process frame­
work, thus, centers its concern on the activities of con­
flict, competition and cooperation and bargaining between 
and among various public and private actors within the 
urban political system. Elected public officials, in their

^Lineberry and Masotti, New Urban Politics, p. 4.
7David Truman, The Governmental Process (New York: 

Alfred Knopf, 1951).
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role of managing conflict, must be cognizant of these com­
peting interests and their individual and collective impact

gon electoral outcomes. The diverse preferences of a frag­
mented urban polity, together with the electoral interests 
of local decision makers, drive local policy priorities. 
Benefits of the urban political system, therefore, are 
distributed on the basis of perceived group influence.

While there has been some criticism of the Process 
approach, the dominant explanatory framework used to des­
cribe and explain urban policy continues to be, for the 
most part, one which uses perspectives and applies concepts 
born in the group theory research tradition of Arthur Bent­
ley and David Truman and matured by the power-politics 
debate of the 1960's.^

The Unitary Model
An important similarity between the reform model and 

the Process approach serves as a major starting point for 
another so-called research arena transition. That is, the 
parameters for urban research in both of these traditions 
is within the city's geo-political boundaries. In that re­
spect, the Process approach provides the urban research com­
munity with a narrow perspective. The city is seen as an 
almost autonomous political and social unit, attempting to

gLineberry and Masotti, New Urban Politics, pp. 1-15.
gArthur F. Bentley, The Process of Government (Chi­

cago: University of Chicago Press, 1980),* and David Tru­
man, The Governmental Process.
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solve its own social, fiscal and political problems. Thus,
most contemporary urban policy analysis is focused on the
process of conflict-resolution within cities. However,
because of this focus, Process approach analysis ignores
the systemic structural sources of policy influence which
may effect the policy setting discretion of local decision
makers. According to David and Kantor, in order to explore
this question of the influence of structure on policy choice

It must be assumed that interests in substantive policy 
not only emerge from a process of decision, but also 
from the contextual structure of the political system 
itself acting as a source of constraint on the choices 
of the actors within the political unit.10

The attention of political scientists to the influence of 
political or economic system structure on urban or regime 
policy outcomes is not a new phenomenon. However, the 
focus of this newly emerging urban analytic model is a re­
cent development. Harvey's rethinking of the socio-spatial 
work of Marx and Park and Burgess, Peterson's synthesis of 
a market theory for cities and the structural bias of or­
dered systems, and David and Kantor's reconceptualization 
of urban policy making in America's federal system have 
concentrated their energies on identifying exogenous syste­
mic constraints on local policy choice. ^  The transition,

10David and Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal 
System," pp. 5-6.

1^David Harvey, Social Justice and the Citv (Balti­
more: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1975); Peterson,
Citv Limits, Chaps. 1 and 2; and David and Kantor, "Urban 
Policy in the Federal System," pp. 1-14.
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then, is to the use of systemic factors, as explanatory 
variables external to the city, to explain policy choices 
of interests internal to the city.

Unitary approach analysts, i.e., Peterson and 
David and Kantor, argue that we should be able to identify 
a similarity of interests among most cities, despite the 
relative differences among them in the exercise of politi­
cal actor preference and influence or municipal institu­
tions. The similarity of interests or biases are identi­
fied as systemic factors which constrain the discretion of
local political actors . . . the city is, in fact, limited

12in what it can and cannot accomplish. These factors, then, 
contribute to the outcomes of urban systems as much as do 
the activities or actions of political actors.

The Unitary approach, which offers one way to con­
ceptualize the influence of systemic structural factors, 
suggests that city government decisions be examined and 
explained utilizing systemic factors outside the processes 
of urban policy making. Local officials act and react to 
systemic factors imposed on the city by the ordered poli- 
tical-economy in particular ways because their first 
priority, regardless of the makeup of any substantive arena,
is to maintain and enhance the economic viability of their 

13jurisdictions. In that light, maintaining fiscal pros- 

12Peterson, Citv Limits, Chap. 1.
13David and Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal 

System," p. 6; Peterson, Citv Limits. Chaps. 1-2.
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perity is also good politics, insofar as electoral conside­
rations are concerned.

The Unitary framework, as a result of this concep­
tualization, can differentiate local policy initiatives 
according to their perceived effect(s) on the city's economic 
maintenance and enhancement needs; economically efficient 
policies are preferred to those that are less efficient.
Thus, policy outcomes are categorized as developmental 
if they are perceived as having a positive effect on 
local fiscal health. Conversely, redistributive policy 
outcomes are those activities which are viewed as being 
counter-productive or, at the very least, non-productive 
in the city's drive for economic viability. This policy 
differentiation or categorization is different from that 
offered by the Process approach. It is the perceived 
effect of a policy on the city's fiscal health— not the 
policy's function and related participants' interests and 
preferences— which identify policy arenas for the Unitary 
framework. In order to facilitate analyses of local policy 
setting, therefore, the inclusion of a policy or policies 
into one of the two arenas is viewed as a function of sys­
temic constraints on the city's ability to exercise discre­
tion, rather than as a function of a set of relationships 
based upon government functions and actors' interests in 
them. For the Process framework, the nature of the

t
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14decisions determine the participants.
In summary, the debate between advocates of the 

Process and Unitary approaches seems to center on two main 
points. First, whether the city is an almost autonomous 
polity or is only one of a number of interdependent local 
units in an ordered politico-economic system. While a 
Process approach analysis might, and more probably today 
must, take into account the interest of the city in the 
system of intergovernmental grants-in-aid, it is the role 
of personal relationships among actors in the Intergovern­
mental Relations (IGR) arena which is the focus of atten­
tion. Personal relationships and not systemic factors

15drive the IGR process.
A second point of contention in the debate is the 

relative ability of the frameworks to adequately explain 
urban policy when applying either the interpersonal process 
variables or the impersonal constraining variables of the 
Process and Unitary models, respectively. However, this 
debate between advocates of the two most utilized approaches 
to urban policy research is, to repeat, taking place in an 
arena of abstract scholarly discourse. I would, therefore,

14Theodore Lowi, "American Business, Public Policy, 
Case Studies and Political Theory, World Politics 16 (1964): 
677-715; David and Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal 
System," pp. 7-8.

15Deil S. Wright, Understanding Intergovernmental 
Relations (North Scituate, Ma.: Duxbury Press, 1978);
David and Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal System," 
pp. 11-14.
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restate that with each of these models seeking to find its 
proper place within the urban research community, it is 
important that we identify the ability of each to explain 
substantive policy outcomes.

Research Design
The research design for this study was constructed 

with the above considerations in mind. The empirical analy­
ses in Chapters 5 and 6 apply the models independently, as 
mutually exclusive frameworks, and jointly as part of a 
local contextual analysis, to explanations of the same 
dependent variable— redistributive and developmental expen­
diture outcomes of the Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) entitlement program in 93 cities.

Any effort to conduct comparative research capable 
of testing the ability of these models to explain policy 
outcomes must overcome the problems of identifying localities 
as comparable units of analysis.^ Because cities across 
the country do not have the same functional responsibilities, 
it is difficult to compare and explain their overall expen­
diture patterns. Cities across the country differ markedly 
in their functional responsibilities. Some cities are only 
responsible for the traditional housekeeping activities such 
as police and fire services and garbage collection. In

■^Peterson, City Limits, pp. 9-12. Much of this 
reaction follows closely the discussion in this excellent 
review of the problems encountered in comparative urban 
research.
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others, local decision makers must address not only issues 
of these so-called essential services, but they are also 
required to allocate scarce local resources for social pro­
grams such as welfare and health services. In still others, 
the burden of a school system is added to these other func­
tional responsibilities. In addition, some states have 
assigned responsibility for schools, parks and hospitals 
found within the city to special districts. Needless to 
say, the combinations of activities and services which com­
prise the functional responsibility of local policy makers 
across America's cities are endless. Therefore, any attempt 
to identify and explain the overall expenditures of cities
is faced with this problem of differing functional respon- 

17sibilitie_.
This study must overcome a second problem of com­

parability. In addition to the problem of ameliorating 
the effects of differing local functional responsibilities 
among cities, the dependent variable(s) selected for this 
test of the Unitary and Process approach must be compatible 
to both models. That is, the policy outcomes selected must 
lend themselves to being categorized into functional arenas 
wherein a common set of actor interests and preferences can 
be identified. These same outcomes must be capable of be­
ing classified into arenas which are differentiated by the 
policy's effect on local economic enhancement needs. We
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must, therefore, identify a set of comparable functions, 
common to the study cities, which allow us to test the 
ability of the Unitary and Process approaches to explain 
policy outcomes across a number of cities. The dependent 
variable selected for this test of the two models seems to 
overcome these problems of comparability.

In essence, the study's dependent variable is com­
prised of a set of decisional outcomes that can be viewed 
as being either developmental or redistributive by the per­
ceived value of each to the local economy. The outcomes 
can also be viewed as being developmental or redistribu­
tive by function. This conceptualization permits us to 
test the two models using the same dependent variable. The 
policy outcomes, thusly categorized, are those local expen­
ditures funded by the Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) entitlement program. The CDBG, while allowing local 
decision makers the ability to exercise broad discretion in 
setting priorities among redistributive expenditures for 
social and community services and developmental activities 
related to capital infrastructure maintenance and renewal, 
provides a set of restrictive parameters and a revenue source 
for fundable activities common to all entitlement cities.

There is an additional reason, pertinent to this 
discussion, for selecting CDBG outcomes for our dependent 
variable. The eighteen local activities fundable under the 
CDBG rules are readily categorized as being either redistri­
butive or developmental— as will be made clear in Chapter 3.
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That is an important consideration for this study because, 
not only does CDBG provide local decision makers the ability 
to choose among an array of activities within each of the 
categories, we are also able to differentiate between narrow 
functional activities and the broader policy arenas of re­
distribution and development. For example, within the re­
distributive policy arena, choices can be made among senior 
citizen programs, housing counseling for the poor, youth 
training programs, community health stations, etc. This 
number of choices permits localities to mix their program 
allocations dependent on the nature of the needy population, 
while allowing the conceptualization of these same acti­
vities into a single variable— redistributive expenditures. 
Therefore, the problems of local differences in "functional" 
responsibilities is manageable and we have a large number 
of separate program activities that can be categorized as 
being either redistributive or developmental by nature or 
function. The CDBG provides each locality the opportunity 
and funding source to set priorities among redistribution 
and development. That is, after all, what we are testing 
here.

Thus, CDBG funded local activities, as policy out­
comes, provide us with a suitable dependent variable. CDBG 
outcomes at the local level can be viewed as being both 
comparable across the entitlement cities and an appropri­
ate indicator of a city's policy setting when choices are 
made between redistribution and development.
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Since an appropriate CDBG data set was not avail­
able, a survey questionnaire was mailed to the program's 
chief administrative officer for each city in the universe 
of 156 CDBG entitlement cities with over 100,000 popula­
tion. Respondents were asked to supply data pertaining to 
priority setting among eligible CDBG activities, as the 
proportion of their CDBG funds allocated for each of these 
activities, and information related to their cities' cate­
gorical and block grand-in-aid experience. Of the 156 
questionnaires mailed, 117 were properly completed and re­
turned. However, when economic and demographic data were 
added to each city's file, 24 cities were dropped from the 
study's data base due to missing data for these cities.
The completed files for 93 cities provide the data base for 
this study.

In order to test the ability of the Process and 
Unitary approaches to explain CDBG outcomes as addressing 
the local values of either redistribution or development, 
each of the CDBG funded local functional activities under­
taken by the study cities was categorized as either redis­
tributive or developmental. The proportion of the city's 
entitlement amount allocated for each of these two categor­
ies, thus, is our dependent variable.

The analysis of CDBG expenditure patterns presented 
in this study will utilize several explanatory or independ­
ent variables to operationalize the Unitary model concept 
of local economic growth and the Process approach political
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demand concepts of policy preference and/or need. These 
variables, the Composite Economic Index, and the propor­
tions of minority and poverty residents for each city, are 
discussed fully in Chapters Two and Four. However, the 
variables are introduced here so that I might briefly des­
cribe how the two models will be tested.

To identify redistributive and developmental ex­
penditure patterns of cities sharing common characteristics, 
study cities are ranked and divided into quartiles accord­
ing to individual city scores of economic growth, percent 
poverty population and percent minority population. There­
fore, about equal numbers of study cities are categorized 
as having either highest, medium high, medium low and low­
est economic growth, percent minority populations or per­
cent poverty populations. In essence, then, each of the 
independent variables suggested by the two approaches is 
of four parts, since cities are grouped along a four point 
continuum for each indicator. This city classification 
scheme will enable us to compare the central tendency of 
each city group in setting its priorities among redistri­
butive and developmental CDBG activities and the cities' 
shared characteristics of either economic growth, percent 
minority or percent poverty— the explanatory variables sug­
gested by the models being tested. We will, for example, 
be able to ascertain the separate means expenditure for 
CDBG funded local redistribution by those study citiesf
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which enjoy highest economic growth and those study cities 
which suffer from the lowest economic growth. This outcome, 
then, will be utilized to either confirm or deny the ability 
of, in this case, the Unitary model to explain and predict 
substantive urban outcomes. The same procedure will be 
followed for each independent variable.

This so-called "worst case"-"best case" technique 
seems especially appropriate for this study, and is dis­
cussed fully in Chapter Four. The city groups at each end 
of the four point spectrum provide both the most satisfac­
tory and least satisfactory policy setting environments 
for the expenditure policy explanations and predictions of 
each model. If verifications or exceptions to the models' 
hypothesized predictions are discovered, using this strategy, 
we might be more confident in generalizing from the find­
ings. In this sense, then, the study's research design 
permits us to be more specific about the economic and/or 
policy preference conditions under which each approach's 
hypotheses best function as predictors of local policy set­
ting for redistribution and development.

Limitations of a Comparative Urban Study
The research design commented on above permits us 

to compare the CDBG expenditures of 93 entitlement cities 
and to examine the relationships between these expenditures 
and several explanatory variables suggested by the two 
approaches being tested. There are, of course, limitations
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to our ability to apply results of this research in genera­
lizing about urban substantive policy outcomes. First, the 
revenue used by localities for CDBG activities expenditures 
derive from the federal government— they are not "own 
source" revenues. One might argue that localities treat 
intergovernmental revenue sources differently, since local 
taxes need not be raised to support the activities. How­
ever, there is evidence that local decision makers are 
prone to allocate resources in a predictable pattern, re­
gardless of the source. For the Unitary approach analyst, 
it is the nature of the project or program and not the 
source of funding that drives policy selection. If a com­
munity is viewed as supporting too many dependent and non­
productive residents, regardless of the source of funding, 
that perception will be harmful to the community's fiscal 
well-being. Therefore, local redistributive programs, 
whether funded by own source revenues or CDBG, are less
efficient economically and will be avoided whenever pos- 

18sible. Process-oriented research has shown that the dif­
ferences in funding sources had only a marginal effect on 
the ability of various local political actors to gain 
benefits from available resources. Where resources were 
from other than "own source" revenues, an additional chan­
nel of inter-personal activities and preference articula­
tion were the only changes discovered in the process of

18 Ibid., Chaps. 2 and 5.
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19expenditure priority setting.

Second, the nature of the study's dependent vari­
able limits generalizations of the explanatory ability of 
the two models to CDBG expenditure outcomes across cities 
with over 100,000 population. However, if that can be 
successfully accomplished, we will have taken a step toward 
fulfilling the purposes of this thesis. The acceptabi­
lity of generalizations to the approaches' utility in 
explaining or predicting all local expenditure policy 
choices between redistribution and development, inferred 
from the analyses presented later, will be based partly 
on the models, partly on the wisdom of this study's design, 
and partly on the willingness of the reader to accept the 
validity of conclusions drawn from the results of the 
analysis.

Outline of the Study
This thesis is divided into seven chapters. Chap­

ter Two discusses the development of the Process and Uni­
tary approaches in the urban literature. The discussion 
centers on distinguishing several differences in the core 
characteristics of these two models. The chapter provides 
an insight into the distinct research strategies required

19David Caputo and Richard Cole, Urban Politics 
and Decentralization (Lexington, Mass.: D. C. Heath,
1974); Carl Van Horn, "Evaluating the New Federalism" 
in Public Administration Review 39:17-22.

(
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and explanations available for each model. The final sec­
tions of the chapter provide policy arena definitions and 
hypotheses, suggested by each model, that will be used to 
guide our analysis. Chapter Three provides an overview 
of the federal grant-in-aid system. More specifically, 
the background, implementation processes and several pro­
visions of the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 
are presented. The confceptualization of CDBG activities 
as either redistributive or developmental local values are 
also offered in this chapter. The study's research design, 
methodology, variable definitions and a city classifica­
tion scheme are presented and discussed in Chapter Four. 
Chapters Five and Six contain the empirical analysis and 
discussion of the ability of each model to explain sub­
stantive policy outcomes or, in this case, CDBG expendi­
ture outcomes. The first analysis in Chapter Five is a 
test of the models to explain the CDBG expenditure 
patterns, independently, as mutually exclusive approaches. 
Next we conduct an analysis which seeks to ascertain 
whether the models' independent variables are related in 
such a way that is confounding or conditioning their 
separate effects on CDBG outcomes. Chapter Six will 
present an empirical exploration of the local environment 
to ascertain whether there are particular local contexts 
which may have effected the results of the test of the two 
models. Political and economic diversity, political cul­
ture and bureaucratic constituency access and influence
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are probed as sources of possible environmental influence 
on policy priority setting. Finally, Chapter Seven pre­
sents a summary of findings and suggestive conclusions 
drawn from these findings. Each model's ability to 
explain urban polic outcomes will be re-evaluated on 
the bases of these conclusions. Suggestions for further 
research and a research agenda are also presented.
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CHAPTER II

APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF 
URBAN POLICY OUTCOMES

Introduction
This chapter will review the urban politics litera­

ture which lends insight into the conceptualization and 
development of the Process and Unitary approaches to des­
cribing and explaining substantive policy outcomes of local 
political systems. Each of these prominent frameworks 
utilizes a distinctive set of assumptions, concepts and 
hypotheses to guide urban policy research.

The well-known and dominant approach to the study 
of urban politics is one grounded in the group theory/plura­
list tradition.^- The Process approach centers its concerns 
on activities surrounding the conflict and bargaining among 
actors within urban political systems. As a result of this 
treatment, substantive policy outcomes represent the cul­
mination of a series of conflict-resolution arrangements, 
usually within one of several functional policy arenas,

^"Lineberry, "From Political Sociology to Political 
Economy," pp. 305-311; David and Kantor, "Urban Policy in 
the Federal System," pp. 3-5? and Lawrence D. Brown, "May­
ors and Models: Notes on the Study of Urban Politics," in
Burnham and Weinberg, eds., American Politics and Public 
Policy (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1978), pp. 251-255.
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where the winners and losers in this "game of politics" are 
identified through their relative success in achieving 
stated or perceived goals. The diverse preferences of a 
fragmented urban polity, together with the electoral int­
erests of local decision makers, drives local policy pri­
orities .

The second approach, receiving greater attention
over the last decade, focuses on exogenous systemic factors
which set limits on the discretion of local decision makers

2to choose among policy alternatives. The Unitary approach
centers its concerns on the city's position in the ordered
political-economy of America's federal structure as a major
source of constraining influence on policy setting dis-

3cretion at the local level. This alternative approach 
reflects an appreciation for the city's unique place in 
the federal political system and its market position in a 
capitalist economy. The focus of the Unitary approach on 
the structure of the political-economy results in placing 
less theoretical import on the actual or potential pre­
ferences of actors in the city's polity, while emphasizing 
the effects of the city's economic and competitive market

2Peterson, City Limits; Lineberry, "From Political 
Sociology to Political Economy," pp. 299-317; David and 
Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal System," and forth­
coming; Brown, "Mayors and Models," pp. 251-279; Stephen 
Elkin, "Why Political Economy?" PS 15 (Winter, 1982): 53-58; 
and Masotti and Lineberry, The New Urban Politics, pp. 5-15 
are several examples of this newly emergant approach.

3Peterson, City Limits, Chaps. 1-2; and David 
and Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal System," pp. 4-6.
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enhancement needs on local uecisional outcomes. The desire 
of local decision makers for a competitively sound fiscal 
capacity drives local policy setting. It is this goal of 
fiscal health which is the city's single most important 
political interest when setting the policy agenda. Policy 
outcomes and the parameters of policy arenas, therefore, 
reflect this unitary city interest.

The distinctive characteristics of the Process and 
Unitary approaches or frameworks forces the urban researcher 
to choose between very different research strategies. Since 
the approaches conceptualize the urban milieu differently, 
each requires the use of distinct sets of explanatory 
variables for analysis of urban expenditure policy. The 
task here, then, is to cull the relevant urban politics 
literature so that we might review the development of these 
two prominent frameworks used to describe and explain urban 
policy decision making. However, this chapter will not 
present the classic literature review found in most theses. 
Rather, a review of selected Process-oriented literature and 
Unitary model literature will be guided by the several dif­
ferences in the core characteristics of each approach.
These differences, requiring distinct research strategies 
for the explanation of urban policy outcomes, therefore, will 
form the basis for the next section and much of the discus­
sion that follows. The final sections of this chapter will 
offer policy arena definitions and hypotheses, suggested by 
the Process and Unitary frameworks, so that we might test
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the explanatory ability of each model in subsequent chap­
ters .

Distinctive Characteristics of the Process and 
Unitary Approaches

From the brief descriptions presented above, it 
seems clear that there are several core differences in the 
two approaches. The Process approach views urban policy 
outcomes as the result of bargained compromises characteri­
zed by personal interactions among participants in several 
functional arenas internal to the city's political system. 
In contrast, the Unitary approach, while not denying the 
existence of "bargaining" for resources within the limited 
choices available to most cities, ignores these internal 
variables in its efforts to guide explanatory analyses of 
the same dependent variable— substantive policy outcomes. 
The Unitary approach seeks explanations of policy outcomes 
by identifying constraints imposed on local policy discre­
tion by impersonal factors both external to the city and 
beyond its control. This approach emphasizes the effects 
of the city's relative economic and competitive market 
needs on policy setting. Therefore, policies are categori­
zed according to their relative impact on the city's fis­
cal health, rather than by function and arena participants.

Since the two approaches view the urban milieu 
through a different conceptual "lens" and a distinct set 
of model characteristics, the urban policy researcher must 
adopt and use research strategies and explanatory variables
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unique to each. Four basic model characteristics are iden­
tified here. The Process and Unitary approaches engender 
different research scopes, frames of reference, policy arena 
identifications and central foci, resulting in policy out­
come explanations as distinct as the models1 characteris­
tics. The typology presented in Figure 2-1 illustrates the 
key conceptual differences of the two approaches for each 
research strategy required by the model's characteristics. 
This short list of research strategies and the differences 
in the characteristics which guide explanatory variable 
selection of the models are not meant to be all-inclusive. 
Rather they are intended to highlight differences in the 
core characteristics of the two approaches and guide our 
discussion of the relevant urban politics literature.

Scope of Research
Much of the urban literature of the past fifty 

years has limited its explanations of urban political pheno­
mena by restricting its research parameters to the confines 
of local geo-political boundaries. While theoretical con­
cerns of these urban studies center on a plethora of im­
portant questions, i.e., the impact of reformed local 
structures on service delivery; municipal voting behavior; 
the urban political machine and popular control; and, 
whether a community's policy decisions are the result of 
"elite" control, the culmination of bargaining processes, 
or the decision rules of powerful municipal bureaucracies,
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their empirical evidence derives from those sources within
the city or cities under study. The research of Wirth,
Dahl, Wolfinger, Banfield, Wilson, Long, Yates and many

4other urban scholars, has confined its data collection to 
those pieces of empirical evidence internal to the city. 
These studies, most of which are Process-oriented, have all 
provided, nonetheless, richly detailed and informative des­
criptive analyses of what occurs within urban areas to ef­
fect the policy outcomes of those political systems. Re­
stricting the scope of research characteristic to data 
internal to the city allows Process-oriented scholars to 
provide detail, but at the expense of other more holistic 
considerations. The Process framework provides an "inside- 
out" perspective of what is viewed as an almost autonomous 
urban political system.

The Unitary model, from a more holistic "outside- 
in" perspective, views the systemic features of the federal 
political economy as effecting local policy choice. The 
city, according to this rationale, is only one locality 
among many in an ever changing environment of a competitive 
"market" system of municipalities. In addition, the place 
of the city in the lower echelon of the federal political

4Louis Wirth, "Urbanism as a Way of Life," American 
Journal of Sociology 46: 1-24; Dahl, Who Governs?; Raymond 
E. Wolfinger, The Politics of Progress (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1974); Edward C. Banfield and James
Q. Wilson, Citv Politics (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 1963); Norton E. Long, The Unwalled Citv (New York: 
Basic Books, 1972); Douglas Yates, The Ungovernable Citv 
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1977).
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unit system is considered an important constraint on local 
policy choice. In this view, then, the city's policy dis­
cretion is seen as being dependent on the systemic features 
of the American federal political configuration or gestalt. 
Proponents of the Unitary model, or a derivation, have 
successfully explained a large part of city policy choice 
and, just as significantly, the propensity of localities to 
favor development policy values, while national level policy 
choices for urban programs are centered on social services 
or redistribution."*

It is important to note, here, that these explana­
tions derive from systemic variables. Unitary approach- 
oriented scholars, in contrast to their Process approach 
colleagues can explain much of the city's policy outcomes 
without identifying variables internal to the city, i.e., 
diverse group preferences, reform or non-reform political 
structure, or the relative influence of elite groups effect­
ing policy choices.** Hence, according to Paul Peterson:

A great deal can be said about local public policy 
without considering any variations in the recruitment 
of elected officials, the strength of political parties, 
the degree of organized activity, or the level of turn­
outs in local elections. Powerful fources external to 
the citv carry great weight in local policy making.7 
(Emphasis added)

5Peterson, Citv Limits: David & Kantor, "Urban
Policy in the Federal System."

^Peterson, Citv Limits. Chap. 2.
7Ibid., p. 64.
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This, then, forms the basis for the more holistic treatment 
of urban policy analysis provided by the Unitary framework.

In summary, the starting point for research guided 
by each of the two models is a function of their distinct 
perceptions of the city politic. The Process approach takes 
an "inside-out" view, while the Unitary model suggests that 
much of what results from the city's polity can be explained 
by the exogenous systemic factors of the ordered politico- 
economic structure.

Frames of Reference
Since the orientation or frame of reference of 

urban research, guided by the Unitary model, centers on the 
ordered political-economy of America's federal system, it 
provides conceptualizations of systemic constraints on city 
policy choice. In contrast to the Process approach, which 
offers explanations of the "whole" by examining a city's 
"parts," i.e., electoral interest responses of decision 
makers to conflict-resolution activities of fragmented group 
preferences, the Unitary approach views several limits on 
local discretion as a function of restrictions on its 
ability to control, relative to national and state political 
units, the movement of capital, productive citizens and

gbusinesses to or from its borders. Localities are sub­
ordinate units in the American political system and, there­

8Ibid., Chaps. 1-2.
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fore, do not possess the same constitutionally derived 
powers and prerogitives as the national and state levels 
in the system. These systemic conditions or constraints 
create a defensive and dependent policy setting posture 
which forces the city to act and react to real or perceived 
threats to these "assets." As a result of this view that 
cities share common structural constraints, the Unitary 
approach suggests that localities act and react to environ­
mental change much as individual firms behave in response 
to market forces in a structured economy. Cities, similar 
to firms in a market theory approach, are constrained by 
market forces to react to pressures or changes in the en­
vironment in certain ways. Exactly how cities will act or 
react varies from jurisdiction, but, the Unitary approach 
suggests, the individual cities so-called "Market Behavior" 
will be within common constraints engendered by systemic 
or structural constraints. Thus, using this frame of ref­
erence, the Unitary approach can infer expectations about 
the outcomes of urban policy making and interactions among 
localities based on an understanding and conceptualization
of structural elements in the ordered political-economy of

9our federal system.
In contrast to this more holistic view of urban 

politics, the Process approach's frame of reference centers

gIbid. ,* Kenneth N. Woltz, Theory of International 
Politics (Reading, Mass.: Addison-Wesley, 1979), Chaps. 
3-4.
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on the conflict-resolution activities of actors within the 
city's polity. This so-called reductionist approach views 
the city as an almost autonomous political, social and 
economic unit. The characteristics of individual city 
political arrangements and the attributes and preferences 
of groups and institutions, as actors within the conflic- 
tive and accommodative processes of urban policy making, 
are where Process-oriented analyses seek explanations of 
political outcomes. Thus, the policy outcomes of Sayre and 
Kaufman's New York, Dahl's New Haven, Banfield's Chicago, 
and even Hunter's Atlanta and Crenson's two study cities, 
are the result of the city's cultural and structural charac 
teristics, actor attributes and preferences, and the inter­
actions of these city-specific v a r i a b l e s . E a c h  city, 
therefore, arrives at policy decisions according to its 
own, almost unique, internal processes. Once explanations 
of the outcomes of a city's or group of cities' fragmented 
decisional processes is offered within the guidelines set 
out above, no further effort is required of the analyst.

This reductionist frame of reference, therefore, is 
restricted to certain city-specific variables, loosely de-

^Wallace Sayre and Herbert Kaufman, Governing New 
York Citv (New York: Russell Sage, 1960); Dahl, Who Gov­
erns?; Edward C. Banfield, Political Influence (Glencoe, 
111.: Free Press, 1961); Floyd Hunter, Community Power
Structure (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press
1953); and Mathew Crenson, The Un-Politics of Air Pollu­
tion (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1971).
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fined here as conflict-resolution activities and arrange­
ments, when offering explanations of urban policy outcomes. 
The Unitary model suggests that a city's policy decisions 
are shaped or constrained by systemic factors which include 
lack of political and economic self-determination, the pre­
sence of other cities, and interactions with other cities 
in the competitive market.

Policy Arena Identification
Political scientists and economists categorize 

urban political systems into so-called policy arenas in 
order to differentiate the inherent values of public ini­
tiatives and decisional outcomes and to facilitate the 
analysis of local policy setting. However, the inclusion 
of a policy or policies into one of several arenas is a 
function of the different research strategies adopted by 
analysts using either the Process or Unitary approach to 
guide urban policy research.

Since Process-oriented research centers on a city's 
internal conflict-resolution activities and arrangements, 
policies are necessarily classified by both the type of 
function to be performed and by actor preferences and ex­
pectations. Thus, participants in each of these policy 
arena processes are those whose interests lie with the 
functional values of a particular policy and who expect to 
gain some direct or indirect benefit from the arena's 
decisional outcomes. In addition, the political resources
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of arena participants are usually assumed by process theo­
rists to be non-cumulative. That is, following Dahl and 
other pluralists, Process-oriented analysts assume that pol­
icy arena participants, save the mayor, city council member 
or other "generalist" officials of the city, will not 
possess sufficient resources to effect outcomes across the 
policy arenas.

Thus, the multi-arena interests of these generalist 
officials reflect the sum of the fragmented interests of 
the city's polity. City policy arenas, therefore, can be 
described and delineated in several ways. A neighborhood's 
interest in either service delivery improvement, the pro­
posed location of low income housing or the resurfacing of 
its streets are all considered to be part of a policy arena 
in which city residents of one area are in conflict for 
scarce resources with residents of another area(s). In 
addition, conflicts may be viewed, by a different Process 
theorist, as being within the separate city-wide arenas of 
service delivery, housing and infrastructure maintenance, 
respectively.^

Policy arena identification suggested by the Unitary

^Dahl, Who Governs? His discussion of this im­
portant issue is perhaps the most incisive and complete.

12Dahl, Who Governs?; Banfield, Political Influence: 
Levy, et al., Urban Outcomes (Berkeley: University of Cali­
fornia Press, 1974); Robert L. Lineberry, Equality and 
Urban Policy (Beverly Hills, Ca.: Sage, 1977) offer several
examples of both types of arena conceptualizations.
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model is less amorphous than that possible within the Pro­
cess framework. Since local public policies are viewed as 
either helping or hindering the city's ability to cope with 
systemic constraints on the discretion of city policy makers, 
policies can be delineated according to their perceived 
effect(s) on these constraints. Thus, Unitary analysts can 
differentiate policy arenas by the perceived effects of 
policy outcomes on the capability of the city to successfully 
compete with other localities for productive residents and 
businesses. In order for a city to compete, successfully, 
for these "assets," policies which enhance local fiscal 
health are categorized into one arena, while those which 
are less economically efficient are seen as making up another 
arena. It is, therefore, the perceived effect of a policy 
on the city's fiscal health— not the function or location 
of the policy outcome, and/or participants' interests and 
preferences— which identify policy arenas for Unitary model 
research. The effect on policy decision makers' discretion 
can be identified, as a result of this treatment, as being 
in the best interest of the city's economic maintenance and 
enhancement or in response to considerations other than 
local fiscal health.

While the Unitary model's concept of policy arenas 
is more simplistic than the Process approach's, it derives 
from systemic constraints on the city's ability to exercise 
policy discretion, rather than as functions of a set of 
diverse relationships inherent in the Process approach's
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frame of reference.

Central Focus
The identification and description of people-cen­

tered activities and the interpersonal relationships among 
actors in the several functional policy arenas internal to 
the city, form the basis for most explanations of Process- 
oriented analyses. The bargaining, leadership and charis­
matic attributes of political actors materially effect their 
ability to interact successfully in the city's policy pro­
cess or processes. In addition, the effective or relative 
size of an interest group, especially when the preferences 
of that group interact with coalition interests of other 
actors or groups, is an important consideration in decision 
makers' policy selection, according to the Process frame­
work. This approach, thus, views the attributes and inter­
actions of diverse actors in the city polity as controlling 
factors in the setting of policy. Personality, social 
standing, economic status and institutional connectedness 
are each considered factors central to the ability of poli­
tical actors or groups to compete successfully in the 
process of politics. Policy outcomes are viewed as the 
result of applying personal attributes to achieving goals 
within the interactive process of policy making.

Success or failure in achieving stated or perceived 
goals is explained by highlighting the personal attributes 
or shortcomings of actors and/or their ability to interact



www.manaraa.com

successfully in a particular policy melieu. As a result, a 
Process approach analyst, like Jeffrey Pressman, can state 
that Oakland's Mayor Reading did not possess the same per­
sonal attributes of New Haven's Mayor Lee when he compared
Okaland's Urban Renewal failures with New Haven's suc- 

13cesses.
The central focus of Process-oriented empirical 

research is one aimed at people— human beings cs individuals 
or groups— and their sources of influence, their ethnicity, 
their shortcomings, their electoral concerns, their socio­
logical and psychological make-up, their potential for in­
fluence, their inaction, their saliency, their invective, 
their biases, their religious beliefs, etc. While no single 
research effort comes to mind which incorporates all of 
these attributes, most Process approach research seeks ex­
planations of urban policy in at least one, and usually 
more than one, of these people-centered attributes. Of 
course, as pointed out above, it is the interaction of 
those persons or groups with one or several of these attri­
butes which add form and substance to the policy process.
The interaction of people in the urban policy process can 
and does take various forms, according to this same ration­
ale. Interactions among people-centered policy decision 
making processes, then, can range from cooperative or con-

13Jeffrey Pressman, Federal Programs and City Poli­
tics (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1975); and
Dahl, Who Governs?
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sultive to conflictual. Conflictual interactions can be 
observable as anything from a heated newsprint debate to a 
violent protest or full scale murderous riot. Of course, 
we could go on for some time identifying various combina­
tions of human attributes and interactions which might im­
pact the policy making process; the possibilities are 
almost endless. The central focus of the Process approach 
on personal attributes and the interaction of people result 
in policy making scenarios unique to individual cities, 
during specific time frames and activity by certain actors 
and groups.

As has been indicated throughout this chapter, the 
central focus of the Unitary approach is on the impersonal 
or de-personalized structural factors of the ordered poli­
tical economy. Systemic factors related to the city's power 
position among governmental levels and its position among 
other cities in a market competition for productive residents 
and businesses impose constraints on local decision making 
discretion. These constraints can be either ameliorated or 
made more restrictive, dependent on whether the city's 
fiscal capacity is healthy or not and on the ability of a 
policy or set of policies to address the city's economic 
enhancement needs. It is this set of needs, not the clamor 
of group demands or perceived social need, that either re­
stricts or increases the ability of local decision makers 
to exercise discretion in choosing among policy alternatives.
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Explaining Substantive Policy Outcomes
The Unitary framework suggests that, since the sys­

temic constraints on local policy decisions are shared more 
or less equally by all cities, ceteris paribus the limits 
to policy making will be shared by all localities. There­
fore, differences in policy outcomes among cities are ex­
plained by identifying the perceived effect of different 
policies on the city's fiscal maintenance and enhancement 
needs. Most policy, using this rationale, can be categor­
ized as either Developmental, Redistributive or Allocational. 
These policy definitions and arenas are explained more fully 
below. According to the Unitary approach cities will avoid 
Redistributive policies; redistribution has a negative 
effect on the city's fiscal maintenance and enhancement 
needs. However, cities which enjoy fiscal growth, or the 
fiscal capacity to do so, will be capable of or willing to 
spend local resources for redistribution. Developmental 
policies are productive and economically efficient. There­
fore, these policies are preferred by local officials seek­
ing to address their city's single most important interest—  

fiscal health. Allocational policies are those traditional 
local housekeeping functions of law enforcement, fire pro­
tection, garbage collection, etc. They neither help nor 
detract from the community's fiscal health and, therefore, 
are of little consequence to a Unitary analysis.

The Process approach explains urban policy outcomes 
as the result of bargaining and the exercise of actual or
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potential influence. The only limits to local decision 
making, in this view, are on the ability of decision makers 
to address and manage the multitude of conflictual demands 
made upon local resources. The Process approach, therefore, 
views the different types of policy and policy arenas accor­
ding to their function and participants. Differences in 
policy outcomes among cities are explained by the relative 
size, influence, or saliency of arena actors and groups.

In summary, then, the Process approach views urban 
policy outcomes as the result of bargained compromises 
characterized by personal interactions among participants 
in several functional arenas internal to the city's politi­
cal system. In contrast, the Unitary approach seeks explana 
tions of policy outcomes by identifying constraints imposed 
on local policy discretion by impersonal factors both ex­
ternal to the city and beyond its control. Hypotheses 
suggested by these two approaches will be used, in subse­
quent chapters, to test their ability to explain substantive 
urban policy outcomes. More specifically, Community Develop 
ment Block Grant (CDBG) funded expenditure outcomes serve 
as the variable to be explained. Therefore, our arena 
definitions and suggested hypotheses will address that 
concern.

Three Local Policy Arenas
14Following Richard Musgrave and Paul Peterson,

14Richard A. Musgrave, The Theory of Public
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we can state that most local policy choices can be categor­
ized as either developmental, redistributive or allocational. 
The following discussion provides the conceptual founda­
tions for the separation of CDBG activities into particular 
decision-making arenas in the next chapter.

Developmental policies are those which support or 
strengthen local fiscal capacity. Retention and attraction 
of productive tax-paying residents and businesses are en­
hanced through this type of policy initiative. Capital 
construction, infrastructure development, tax breaks for 
commercial development, and residential rehabilitation for 
"preserving viable neighborhoods" are several examples. 
Developmental policies are viewed by local decision makers 
as productive.

Redistributive policies have an opposite affect on 
local fiscal strength. They provide for redistribution from 
the productive tax-paying residents and businesses to the 
less productive, mostly poor and elderly, population.
Local policy decision makers view redistribution as being 
counter-productive in their efforts to maintain and strengthen 
the local tax base; benefits are supplied to those least 
needed by the local fisc, while the redistributive burden 
is borne by those tax-payers who are seen as being essen­
tial. Money payments and services delivered to the poor

Finance (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1959) and Peterson, City
Limits, especially Chapters 3 and 4 and p. 134.
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and needy are general examples. Training, counseling and 
community-based social services programs are more specific 
examples.

Allocational policies are neither helpful nor in­
jurious to the local economy. They are those policies which 
comprise the so-called "housekeeping" activities traditional 
to local government implementation and control. Police, 
fire and refuse collection services are those local activi­
ties which first come to mind. Allocational policy outputs 
are available to all citizens on a more or less equal basis. 
Conflicts over the distribution of allocational policies are 
those which are the most visible in local politics and 
administration.

Suggested Hypotheses
Two sets of hypotheses will serve to guide our 

test of the Process and Unitary approaches' ability to ex­
plain CDBG expenditure patterns across the country's larger 
cities. The first set of hypothetical propositions are in­
formed by the independent or mutually exclusive application 
of the two frameworks to explaining our expenditure data.
The second set of hypotheses are suggested when one inquires 
into the possibility that the explanatory ability of each 
model's key independent variable(s) is being masked or con­
founded by the effect of the other's independent variable: 
Perhaps, one might argue, a city's fiscal health and poli­
tical demand variables are related to each other in a way
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that is masking their separate effects on CDBG expenditure 
priority setting.

The Unitary approach suggests that cities select 
policy initiatives from the perspective of a single-purpose 
interest— the cities' economic health. Since redistribu­
tion is perceived as being non-productive and detracts 
from local fiscal health, cities will tend to prioritize 
expenditures for development and, whenever possible, avoid 
redistribution. A second hypothesis, central to the Uni­
tary approach, suggests that a city in economic stagnation 
or decline will avoid redistribution while those cities 
which are enjoying economic growth will tend to allocate 
so-called surplus resources for redistribution.

The Process approach suggests that local redistri­
bution may be viewed as the interaction of poor and minority 
groups within the city's political process. Since re­
distribution is seen as addressing the preferences of these 
groups, it is hypothesized that local expenditures will be 
prioritized more toward redistribution where a large pro­
portion of either the poor or minorities reside. A second 
hypothesis, suggested by the Process framework, suggests 
that the larger the proportional size of a city's poor or 
minority group, the more likely it is that the group's pre­
ferences will be reflected in local policy setting toward 
redistributive activities.

Beyond the hypotheses presented by these two dimen­
sions, independently, Figures 2-3 and 2-3 illustrate the
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conflictual results when one attempts to construct a model 
which provides for the interaction of economic and political 
demand variables in explaining priority setting among re­
distribution and development. The two approaches, each 
using a different set of "road maps and landmarks," would 
nevertheless predict similar outcomes for City Group "A" 
and City Group "D". However, dissimilar outcomes for 
City Group "B" and City Group "C" are hypothesized by each 
of the two approaches; the Unitary model would predict pri­
ority setting toward redistribution for growth cities and 
development for declining cities— regardless of political 
demand— while the pluralist/group theory approach would 
predict more redistribution in those cities with high poli­
tical demand— regardless of the state of the local economy.
A central question thus becomes one which goes to explain­
ing CDBG redistributive expenditure outcomes in cities 
with high minority/low income populations which lack econo­
mic growth (Cell "B"), and in cities with a growth economy 
and low minority/high income population (Cell "C").

«



www.manaraa.com

CHAPTER III

THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT

Introduction
On August 22, 1974, President Gerald R. Ford signed 

the Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 into law.1 
The Act has been reauthorized by Congress in 1977 and 1981. 
Title I of the Act consolidated seven Federal-local cate­
gorical grants-in-aid into one Department of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD) program— the Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG).^

This chapter will serve several purposes. First, 
in order to provide a context for the enactment and imple­
mentation of CDBG, a review of the intergovernmental grant- 
in-aid structure, generally, and the Federal-local urban 
development grant-in-aid structure and process, specifi­
cally, is presented. Second, provisions and regulations of

An in-depth review of the legislative history of 
CDBG is provided in Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental 
Relations (ACIR), Community Development: The Workings of a
Federal-Local Block Grant (Washington, D.C.: G.P.O., March
1977), pp. 3-33.

2Ibid. I have drawn freely from this very fine ACIR 
research for the facts and events surrounding the enactment 
and implementation of Title I of the Housing and Community 
Development Act of 1974, 88 stat. 633. In addition, Donald 
F. Kettl, Managing Community Development in the New Fede­
ralism (New York: Praeger, 1980) provides a clear and con­
cise treatment of the programmatic and political processes 
leading to CDBG's conception, articulation and enactment.

49
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the CDBG, relevant to this thesis, are described. These 
include the legislated funding distribution and entitlement 
formulas, national goal objectives of the grant, and those 
eligible local activities that will be funded to meet these 
objectives. Lastly, HUD prepared CDBG annual reports, HUD- 
sponsored CDBG evaluation research, and the urban policy 
literature which provides analyses of CDBG funded local 
activity priority setting are reviewed briefly, so that 
we might evaluate methods used to report and analyze CDBG 
expenditures.

The Intergovernmental Grant System
The national government, partly as a result of its 

ability to raise revenues through "progressive" taxing mech­
anisms provides programmatic direction and fiscal assis­
tance to states and sub-state jurisdictions. While govern­
mental units make up a major portion of domestic aid reci­
pients, private businesses and non-profit organizations also 
receive federal fiscal assistance. An excellent review of 
the historical development of federal domestic grant-in-aid
is provided by a recent publication of the Advisory Commis-

3sion on Intergovernmental Relations.
Beginning with the Morrill Act of 1862, which pro­

vided categorical assistance through the ceding of public 
domain lands to the individual states, the federal-state/

3ACIR, The Intergovernmental Grant System: An
Assessment and Proposed Policies (Washington, D.C.: GPO,
1978), pp. 15-45.



www.manaraa.com

51

local grant-in-aid system had grown to include, as of Janu­
ary, 1981, 534 categorical and 5 major block grants. An 
additional six block grants were created by the Omnibus 
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, replacing 77 of these

4categorical programs. While categorical grants continue 
to be the major method used to provide federal-local assis­
tance, the practice of "packaging" categorical grants-in- 
aid into block grants has become more popular since the 
early 1970's.

Three General Grant Classifications
The national or federal grant-in-aid system is com­

posed of several distinct types of grants. First, categori­
cal grants can only be used for narrowly defined functions 
and activities. Most of these grants are competitive. That 
is, prospective grantees, both public and private, must 
compete for the available resources allocated for each 
grant. A detailed grants application is required for these 
"competitive" type grants. The application's content gene­
rally serves as the prospectus upon which the federal 
administering unit concerned bases its final awards selec­
tion. In addition, categorical funding is of four types—  

formula grants, project grants, formula-project grants (a 
combination of both types) and open-end reimbursement grants. 
Each type of grant distributes funds for approved activities

4ACIR, A Catalog of Federal Grant-In-Aid Programs 
to State and Local Governments (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1982),
pp. 1-3.
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and fosters competition among localities in different ways 
and to varying degrees.

Second, block grants can be used for broadly defined 
purposes. Funds are allocated to general purpose units of 
government within the strict guidelines of a legislated 
sistributive formula. Approved activities are more nume­
rous than those for individual categorical grants, and there 
are fewer "strings" or constraining conditions attached to 
block grants. In essence, grantees have the discretion to 
choose among many fundable activities in order to achieve 
broadly stated national goals.

Third, general revenue sharing grants are distri­
buted to general purpose governmental units on a formula 
basis. There are almost no limits on the type of local 
activities which may be funded. There are few restrictions 
or constraining controls on the local administration of 
revenue sharing by the central government.

National Policy and Local Discretion
While general revenue sharing may not be bound by 

as many national policy-driven conditions as are categori­
cal and block grants, recipients of all three must, at a 
minimum, adhere to public participation, reporting regula­
tions and non-discrimination requirements. In addition, 
individual categorical and block grantees must adhere to a 
complex array of national policy objectives which are 
enumerated in various federal statutes enacted over the
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5past 20 years. The federal government, thus, attempts to 
use the leverage of grants funding to implement such nation 
al policies as civil rights and maintenance of regional 
prevailing wage rates.

Although there is some evidence that federal grants 
in-aid may be a less than effective tool for the implemen­
tation of nationally centered values at the local levels,^ 
categorical grants have-been an effective method for cre­
ating local interest in federal programmatic initiatives. 
These grants, individually tailored to fund specific and 
narrowly defined functions, are awarded to eligible reci­
pients as the result of a highly competitive administra­
tive process. This federal-local categorical grant-in-aid 
structure/process has created issues relevant to this 
thesis, i.e., local flexibility, and the by-passing of 
locally elected "generalist" officials in the grant-in-aid 
policy making process. These issues have been thoroughly
addressed in the federalism literature and other research

7centered on the grant-in-aid system.

5ACIR, IGR Assessment, pp. 234-244.
^Martha Derthick, The Influence of Federal Grants: 

Public Assistance in Massachusetts (Cambridge: Harvard
University Press, 1970), pp. 207-208.

7Examples of this federalism literature are 
Michael Reagan and J. Sanzone, The New Federalism, 2d ed.; 
Wright, Understanding Intergovernmental Relations? Martha 
Derthick, Influence of Federal Grants; and the previously 
cited ACIR publications which have, for the most part, re­
searched the impact of these factors on local incentives 
and implementation. The term, "generalist," is taken 
from this literature. It refers to an elected or appointed
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A discussion of local flexibility and the partici­
pation of local generalist officials in the policy making 
process is required so that we might begin to focus on the 
evolution of block grants, generally, and the CDBG specifi­
cally. Local flexibility in allocating program funds is 
severely constrained when localities choose to apply for 
and receive categorical grant-in-aid assistance from the 
national government. While eligible localities may apply 
for and receive many separate categorical grants, each 
program embodies a distinct array of federal-local admin­
istrative processes and reporting requirements. In addi­
tion, the narrowly defined activities allowed under the 
legislated and bureaucratic rules, written for each program, 
restrict local planning and spending to individual program 
specifications.

This fragmented environment detracts from the 
capacity and/or ability of localities to coordinate their 
planning and expenditure policy among separately adminis­
tered categorical grant-in-aid programs. Even when a high 
degree of coordination assistance exists at the national 
level, differences in policy priorities, among localities 
and between the two levels of government, proved fatal to

officials whose responsibilities include the management or 
welfare of an entire jurisdiction.
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Othe success of many categorical grants. In fact, it was 

the failure, or perceived failure, of many federal-local 
categorical grant-in-aid programs that, in part, provided 
the background and rationale for the "packaging" of narrow 
purpose categorical grants-in-aid into broader purpose 
block grants. The Urban Renewal and Neighborhood Develop­
ment Program categorical grants were the targets of espe­
cially harsh criticism during the 1960's. Federal bureau­
cratic "red tape" and the lack of local discretionary power 
to create programs to meet local-specific needs, outside
the carefully drawn categorical grant parameters, are

9common complaints found in this literature.
At the same time, federal-local social program 

initiatives were also coming under fire. These categorical 
grants were criticized for their failures in targeting 
federally funded social services to specific and individu­
ally tailored local needs. Paradoxally, critics at the 
national level decried the lack of federal control and the

gBernard Frieden and Marshall M. Kaplan, The Poli­
tics of Neglect; Urban Aid from Model Cities to Revenue 
Sharing (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1977), pp. 8-11, 231-233;
Martha Derthick, New Towns In-Town (Washington, D.C.: The
Urban Institute, 1972).

QCharles Abrams, The Citv as the Frontier (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1965); Martin Anderson, The Federal Bulldozer 
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 1964) ; Jewel Bellush and M. Haus-
knecht, Urban Renewal (Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1967);
Scott Greer, Urban Renewal and American Cities (New York: 
Bobbs-Merrill, 1965), especially Chaps. 7 and 8; and 
James Q. Wilson, ed., Urban Renewal: The Record and the
Controversy (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1966) are several
examples.
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failure to target benefits for the urban poor, while elect­
ed and other generalist local officials complained that 
semi-autonomous local "poverty program" agencies were in­
efficient and ineffective.'*'® The Model Cities Program was 
at the center of this two-sided barrage of criticism. As 
a result, the program failed to concentrate national re­
sources in the poverty areas of the 150 "demonstration" 
cities and make improvements in the living conditions of 
low-income residents. Frieden and Kaplan view this failure 
as resulting in a Model Cities Program which provided a 
concentration of social services in participating cities, 
rather than, as originally anticipated, a coordinated 
effort by many federal agencies to provide better housing 
and the capacity for increasing the income of residents. ̂

Coupled with these criticisms of Urban Renewal and
Model Cities, the two major Federal-local grants-in-aid,
there were other sources of increasing tension in the

12federal aid system. A fragmented system of some 500 
grants, as of 1980, highlighted by program overlapping, 
created confusion for local officials. Localities com-

10Bernard Frieden and M. Kaplan, The Politics of 
Neglect, Chaps. 9-10, pp. 182-186; Daniel Moynihan, Maxi­
mum Feasible Misunderstanding (New York: Free Press, 1969).

^Frieden and Kaplan, The Politics of Neglect, 
pp. 192-193.

12Much of the discussion of events leading to the 
formulation of "New Federalism's" block grants is from 
Reagan and Sanzone, The New Federalism, and Paul Dommel 
and Associates, Decentralizing Urban Policy (Washington, 
D.C.: Brookings Institution, 1982), Chap. 2.
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plained about the absence of federal coordination in the 
administration of companion programs. Cities found it in­
creasingly more difficult to "navigate the grants maze." 
Also, direct functional links between grant-in-aid program 
bureaucrats at the federal and local levels evolved into a 
policy making process which, for the most part, by-passed 
local generalists. This relationship, dubbed "picket fence
federalism," seemed to threaten local political power 

13relationships. The social services programs' emphasis on
the policy making participation of low-income groups expec-

14ially concerned many local political actors.
In summary, then, the perceived failure of many 

categorical grants, the massive growth in the number of 
categorical grants and local discontent with federal grants 
management and controls or strings resulted in the increased 
interest in revenue sharing and block grants. During 1968, 
the U. S. Congress approved two block grants for state 
governments— the Safe Streets and Crime Control Act and 
the Juvenile Delinquency Prevention and Control Act. How­
ever, it was the new Nixon Administration, in 1969, which 
made a concerted and prolonged effort toward enacting "New 
Federalism's" mechanism for federal-local grants-in-aid— the 
Block Grants.

13Wright, Understanding Intergovernmental Rela­
tions .

14Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban 
Policy, pp. 13-16.
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The Community Development Block Grant

The Enactment Process: An Overview
The enactment of the Housing and Community Develop­

ment Act of 1974 was the culmination of five years of 
national executive-legislative conflict, bargaining and 
compromise. Title I of the Act, the Community Development 
Block Grant (CDBG) consolidated seven previously categori­
cal grants into one federal-local grant. The long battle 
for enactment of CDBG is thoroughly chronicled by the 
Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (ACIR) 
in "Community Development: The Workings of a Federal-Local
Block Grant."

The conflict between Nixon and the Congress rested 
on two main points. First, Congressional supporters of the 
various categorical grants were afraid that their programs 
would suffer cut-backs. Second, CDBG threatened to inter­
fere with the long standing relationships that had developed, 
over the categorical era, between congressional committees 
and sub-committees, the local and national administrative 
agencies and local program constituencies or beneficiaries. 
The increase in local discretion, to allocate CDBG funds 
among the various programs, threatened this relationship."1'5

Among seven grants "packaged" into CDBG, perhaps

15ACIR, Workings of a Block Grant; and Douglas 
Arnell, Congress and the Bureaucracy (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1981).
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Urban Renewal and Model Cities are representative of the 
contrast in federal approaches to urban re-development. The 
former emphasized a "hardware" or developmental approach, 
while the latter concentrated on the delivery of social ser­
vices or redistributive activities in aiding residents of 
blighted areas. The Congress and federal program managers 
expressed concern that increased local discretion, with 
little congressional and federal agency control, would 
result in local programs that did not target program acti­
vities for low-income city residents. The CDBG, as finally 
enacted into law, reflects these concerns.16 These con­
cerns are also reflected in the CDBG's reauthorization in

171977 and 1981, as a result of program experience.

CDBG Funding Distribution
The original CDBG authorization provided for fund­

ing on two levels. With some changes in 1977 and 1981, the
18main components remain in force. First, the CDBG funding 

authorization is distributed among Entitlement, Small Cit­
ies, and the Secretary's Discretionary Fund programs. A 
"Hold Harmless" provision, which guaranteed grantees of the

16Ibid., ACIR, pp. 13-17.
17Department of Housing and Urban Development, Con­

solidated Annual Report to Congress on Community Develop­
ment Programs (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1982).

18Ibid., pp. 10-18. Much of the data and informa­
tion in this section is taken from this publication.
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categoricals folded into CDBG an amount commensurate with 
their 1968-1972 average of total participation, was phased 
out by the 1977 legislation. In addition, the Financial 
Settlement Fund, which provided supplementary monies for 
specific purposes of otherwise ineligible grantees, was 
funded only through 1980. After a small designated set 
aside for the Secretary's Discretionary Fund and non-cen­
tral cities with under 50,000 persons within SMSA's, 80 
percent of the remaining authorization is allocated by 
formula among the entitlement jurisdictions. The remain­
ing 20 percent is used for discretionary grants to small 
cities outside SMSA's.

This distribution scheme has resulted in entitle­
ment cities and urban counties receiving 77 percent of all 
CDBG funds from 1975 through 1981; a total of 4 percent to 
the Secretary's Fund and Financial Settlement and about 19 
percent to small cities. Of the 77 percent distributed to 
entitlement jurisdictions, 60 percent went to entitled metro 
cities, with entitled urban counties receiving 10 percent, 
and hold harmless jurisdictions getting 7 percent of all 
funds for the period 1975-1981. For fiscal 1981, 557 en­
titlement Metro Cities program applications were approved 
for a total of $2.2 billion.

Since entitlement cities account for most of the 
funding under CDBG and since this thesis is concerned with 
explaining CDBG entitlement city expenditure patterns, the 
remainder of this section will focus on that segment of the
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program. About $14 billion has been distributed to the 
metro entitlement cities from 1975 through 1981. These 
cities receive their individual entitlement grants via the 
second level of funding legislated in the CDBG authoriza­
tions of 1974, 1977 and 1981— a city needs-based formula.

The original formula for allocating CDBG funds to 
entitlement metro cities and other eligible jurisdictions 
was based on measures of overcrowded housing (25%) , num­
ber of persons living in poverty (50%), and total city 
population (25%) . In addition, "hold harmless" grants 
helped former recipients of the seven categorical grants 
adjust to the new program. As indicated above, the 1977 
CDBG amendments provided for a phasing out of these "hold 
harmless" grants through 1979.

Based largely on findings of the Brookings Insti­
tution's studies of CDBG expenditures for the first two 

19years, a second formula was added by the 1977 legisla­
tion. This formula, designed to correct anticipated 
funding shortfalls for larger and older cities as a result 
of the phasing out of "hold harmless," is based on 
measures of the number of residential units built pre-1940 
(50%), the lag in population growth relative to a national 
city growth rate (20%), and number of residents living in 
poverty (30%). Thus, eligible cities may now choose the

19Richard P. Nathan, et al., Block Grants for 
Community Development (Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1977).
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larger amount, predicted by one of the two formulas, as 
their entitlement grant.

Accordingly, these eligibility categories and fund­
ing formulas help to lessen the impact of grantsmanship on 
the ability to obtain grants and allocates funds on a more 
non-discretionary basis. These allocations must then be 
used by grantees to undertake local activities toward the 
achievement of broadly stated national goals.

20CDBG National Goals and Local Activities
The CDBG legislation lists several, broadly defined, 

national goals toward which all funded activities are to be 
aimed. Consistent with the CDBG's primary objective of 
benefiting low and moderate income residents through the 
development of viable urban communities, local activities 
must adhere to one or more of the following national 
objectives:

-Eliminating slums and physical blight;
-Eliminating detrimental conditions;
-Conserving and expanding housing;
-Improving community services;
-Rational use of land;
-Reducing isolation of income groups'
-Historic Preservation; and
-Alleviating physical and economic distress 
(added by the 1977 legislation)

These objectives are intended to address both the physical

20The discussion in this section relies heavily on 
ACIR, Workings of a Block Grant; HUD, CDBG Annual Reports 
for program years 5 and 6; and Dommel and Associates, 
Decentralizing Urban Policy. Unless otherwise noted, 
specific information and data are from these sources.
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and social aspects of urban problems while responding to 
the problems of lower income residents.

In general, fundable CDBG local activities com­
prise those projects and programs which were funded under 
the seven categorical grants that now make up CDBG. The 
CDBG legislation incorporated Urban Renewal/Neighborhood 
Development, Model Cities, Water and Sewer facilities, 
open space, neighborhood facilities and public facilities 
categorical grants into the one Federal-local block grant.

An overview of the several Federal-local categori­
cal grants, folded into the CDBG Program, is provided by
Dommel and Associates in their excellent review of CDBG

21legislative history.
The Urban Renewal program (UR) was established under 
Title I of the Housing Act of 1949 and emphasized slum 
clearance and new construction. The Housing Act of 
1954 modified the law to encourage rehabilitation and 
required a "Workable Program for Community Improve­
ment," which among other things called for compre­
hensive planning and citizen participation. Restoring 
basically sound neighborhoods, installing adequate 
public facilities, improving public institutions, re­
vitalizing central business districts, and providing 
proper sites for industrial plants were among the 
kinds of projects included in urban renewal.
The Neighborhood Development Program (NDP) authorized 
by the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1968, re­
placed the conventional urban renewal program. It 
provided annual financing for specified renewal acti­
vities, unlike the reverse funding system of urban 
renewal in which all the money was set aside at the 
time the renewal application was approved. The ori­
ginal (UR) program frequently tied up large amounts 
of unspent funds, thereby limiting the number of new 
projects that could be approved and often resulting

t 21Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban 
Policy, pp. 3-4.
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in project amendments as costs increased.
The Model Cities Program, Title I of the Demonstration 
Cities and Metropolitan Development Act of 1966, was 
designed to coordinate and supplement federal grant 
programs in designated areas (of about 150 cities). It 
granted significant discretion to recipient localities 
and their residents in deciding how to spend the model 
cities funds to meet social, economic and physical 
needs.
The Water and Sewer Facilities Program, Section 702 of 
the Housing and Urban Development Act of 1965, pro­
vided grants, usually not to exceed 50 percent of the 
development costs, to finance public water and sewer 
facilities, provided that any waste carried is ade­
quately treated before it enters a public waterway.
The Neighborhood Facilities Program, Section 703 of 
the Housing Act of 1965, authorized grants for neigh­
borhood facilities needed to carry out health, recrea­
tional, social, or similar community service programs.
The Open Space Program, Title 7 of the Housing Act of 
1961, provided 50 percent matching grants to acquire 
open space or to develop recreation, conservation, 
and scenic areas in urban areas.
Public facilities loans, initiated under Title 2 of 
the Housing Amendments of 1955, authorized the federal 
government to purchase securities and obligations of, 
or make loans to, municipalities for financing public 
works or transportation facilities.

Since the grants are awarded to general purpose governmental
units, officials at the local level— usually the mayor or
city council or both— possess broad discretion in choosing
among various fundable activities to meet local-specific
needs that are consistent with the national objectives
listed above.

The CDBG legislation and HUD guidelines have iden­
tified six categories of local activities that may be fund­
ed under CDBG. Also, within each category, the Congress 
and HUD have delineated a set of specific activities. Ac-



www.manaraa.com

cording to the HUD prepared Annual CDBG Report of 1979- 
221980, these general categories and specific activities 

are:
I - Public Works

-Street improvements, including curbs, gutters 
and street furnishings, i.e., grates, street­
lights, medians 

-Flood protection and drainage control 
-Seawalls
-Removal of architectural barriers 
-Water and sewer facilities

II - Acquisition and Demolition
-Land and property acquisition for purposes 
of demolition and clearance 

-Land and property acquisition for redevelop­
ment 

-Relocation 
-Demolition
-Urban Renewal project continuation 
-Historic preservation project continuation

III - Rehabilitation
-Loans and grants to homeowners 
-Loans and grants to businesses 
-Loan guarantees to lending institutions 
-Grants for city-owned or city-acquired property

IV - Public Services
-Personnel for fire protection, police sur­
veillance and recreation 

-Job training
-Technical assistance to small minority-owned 
businesses 

-Housing counseling 
-Health services
-Day care and related child care services
-Youth services
-Elderly citizen programs
-Special transportation services
-Legal aid
-Education programs

V - Open Space and Parks

22Office of Community Planning and Development, 
Fifth Annual Community Development Block Grant Report 
(Washington, D.C.: HUD, 1981).
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-Acquisition of property for parkland 
-Development of parkland 

-landfill 
-tree planting
-other beautification activities

VI - Public Facilities
-Construction or rehabilitation of fire stations, 
swimming pools, facilities for health services 
and child care 

-Construction of facilities necessary to carry 
out activities included under "Public Services"

These activities, then, if undertaken, either singly or in 
combination by CDBG entitlement localities, within a frame­
work of achieving broad national objectives, seem to allow 
local generalist officials, i.e., mayors and council mem­
bers, wide discretion in the expenditure of their grants 
for developmental/infrastructure projects, redistributive/ 
social service programs, or a combination of both.

However, two provisions of the CDBG legislation 
restrain that discretion, somewhat. First, grantees must 
certify in their application that they have given "maximum 
feasible priority," not only to one or more of the pro­
gram's national goals but, also, the local planned activi­
ties are to principally benefit low and moderate income 
residents. HUD regulations define "low and moderate income"
as family income which does not exceed 80 percent of the

23median family income of the city's SMSA.
CDBG program rules and subsequent HUD regulations,

23HUD, Community Development Block Grant Program: 
Second Annual Report (Washington, D.C.: Government Print­
ing Office, December, 1976), pp. 21-23.
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as a result of the 1977 reauthorization legislation, empha­
sized the intent of the original Act to address the social
targeting of local activities to low and moderate income 

24persons. The effect of these social targeting policies
can be seen in the increase of low and moderate income
beneficiaries of CDBG's local activities. Benefits aimed
at lower income residents rose from 51 percent in 1976,
the program's second year to 63 percent during 1978— the
fourth year of the program and the first in the new

25reauthorization period.
While the Act's original provisions, subsequent 

legislative actions, and HUD rules have tended to increase 
the overall thrust of CDBG local activities toward bene­
fiting lower income citizens, a second provision of the 
CDBG legislation seems to run counter to this national 
objective. If we can agree that software or public service 
programs benefit the poor more directly than physical 
development or infrastructure projects, legislated rules 
governing the delivery of CDBG funded local public ser­
vices restrict local discretion in that area.

In order to preserve the overall physical develop­
ment thrust of the program, Congress stipulated that the 
delivery of CDBG funded local services must meet each of

24Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban 
Policy, pp. 243-248.

25Paul R. Dommel and Associates, Targeting Com­
munity Development (Washington, D.C.: U. S. Government
Printing Office, 1980), Chap. 6.
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the following requirements:
1. The public service must be designed to serve 

areas where CDBG activities are being carried 
out in a concentrated manner;

2. Such services must be necessary or appropriate 
to support the other community development 
activities;

3. Assistance for the services has been applied 
for and denied under other applicable Federal 
laws or programs; and

4. The activities must be directed toward improving 
the community's public services and facilities, 
including those concerned with the employment, 
economic development, crime prevention, child 
health care, health, drug abuse, education, 
welfare, or recreation needs of persons residing 
in such areas and coordinating public and pri­
vate development programs.26
However, evidence of the effects of this restric­

tive test on local discretion, in choosing to fund public 
service activities, is mixed. Federal control, through 
the enforcement of the four point test, seems to have had 
varying effects on local decisional outcomes, dependent 
on the city and the HUD regional office involved. In keep­
ing with the intent of CDBG legislation to allow decen­
tralized decision making in prioritizing among eligible
activities, HUD has not vigorously enforced these restric-

27tions on public service allocations. Where public 
services are ranked high on local program agendas, cities 
have succeeded in gaining approval for these activities,

9 6Section 105(a) (8) of Title I of the Housing and
Community Development Act of 1974. Quoted in ACIR, Workings 
of a Block Grant, p. 13.

27ACIR, Workings of a Block Grant, p. 62; and 
Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban Policy, pp. 43- 
44, 237-240, and Chap. 9.



www.manaraa.com

irrespective of the imposed restrictions. As reported by
HUD, many cities have allocated relatively high proportions
of their entitlement amount for public services, while the
national average for all entitlement cities is only 12 

2 8percent. The relatively low priority given public ser­
vices, then, appears as much a reflection of the discourage­
ment of such use by legislated restraints and HUD regional 
bureaucrats, as it is a ranking of a grantee's program 
priorities.

In summary, it appears that localities are exer­
cising discretion in both choosing among local activities 
and the targeting of benefits. By HUD's account, only a 
little more than half of CDBG's activity funding has bene­
fited lower income city residents. However, this refers 
to where a project is located. Projects implemented in 
lower income census tracts are defined by HUD as benefiting 
lower income residents. The type, function or the inherent 
value of the project is not considered by HUD and most 
other CDBG program researchers. The next section is con­
cerned with attempts to describe and explain the effect of 
local discretion on the policy outcomes of the city's 
decisional process.

An Overview of Selected CDBG Literature 
The subject of this chapter, the CDBG, has been the

28HUD, Consolidated Annual Report on Community 
Development. pp. 29-30.
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target and beneficiary of several excellent analyses. 
Richard Nathan, Paul Dommel, Sarah Liebschutz and Associ­
ates, of the Brookings Institution's CDBG Project, have 
conducted extensive, HUD sponsored, CDBG research. Their
Monitoring Group research has resulted in three informative 

29publications. They and others have conducted inquiries 
into national allocational formula and local implementation 
outcomes, local processes and the overall benefit distri­
bution of the p r o g r a m . D e s c r i p t i v e  analyses of policy 
choice, in the selection of local activities funded by
CDBG, have also been made available in the HUD Annual CDBG

31Reports and several case studies. The Monitoring Group, 
HUD and other studies provide the research and practitioner 
communities with good descriptive analyses of both national 
and local allocation and expenditure patterns. However,

29Richard P. Nathan, Paul R. Dommel, Sarah Lieb­
schutz and Associates, Block Grants for Community Develop­
ment (1977), Decentralizing Community Development (1978), 
Targeting Community Development and a final, fourth volume 
in press, Implementing Community Development (Washington, 
D.C.: U. S. Government Printing Office).

30Carl Van Horn, "Evaluating the New Federalism;" 
Raymond A. Rosenfeld, "Who Benefits and Who Decides?" in 
Donald B. Rosenthal, Urban Revitalization (Beverly Hills: 
Sage, 1980); and Paul R. Dommel, "Social Targeting in 
Community Development," in Political Science Quarterly 95 
(Fall, 1980): 465-478.

31Annual Community Development Block Grant Reports 
for CDBG program, years 1975 through 1980 (Washington, D.C. 
U. S. Government Printing Office); Dommel and Associates, 
Decentralizing Urban Policy and Donald F. Kettl, Managing 
Community Development in the New Federalism, especially 
the excellent case studies of four Connecticut cities 
executed during the first years of CDBG.
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these studies generally identify local CDBG expenditure 
distributions based on the geographical location, within 
the city, of projects and programs.

Census tracts and, in some cases, neighborhoods 
serve as the local unit of analysis for most CDBG studies. 
The socio-economic composition of census tracts is viewed 
singly and in the aggregate, by locality, to ascertain 
beneficiary groups and whether the broadly stated national 
goals of CDBG are being achieved. Most researchers have 
declared a project or activity as benefiting poor or 
moderate income citizens, if the program activities are 
delivered within a census tract wherein these categories 
of persons live.

HUD defines a low- and moderate-income census tract
as one where the median income of residents is below 80%
of the city's SMSA median income. The use of this research
strategy may result in misleading conclusions. According
to several scholars, it is the nature of the program or
project, rather than the location in which it is delivered,

32that defines the beneficiary group(s). For example, a 
sewer treatment plant, constructed in a low income area, 
might benefit those residents to some small degree. How-

32Theodore Lowi, "American Business, Public Policy, 
Case Studies, and Political Theory," in World Politics 16 
(Fall 1964): 677-715, and The End of Liberalism (New York: 
Norton, 1969); Musgrave, The Theory of Public Finance;
Paul E. Peterson, "A Unitary Model of Local Taxation and 
Expenditure Policies in the United States," in the British 
Journal of Politics 9 (1979) : 281-314 and City Limits,
especially chaps. 3-4, p. 134.
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ever, the major benefits accrue to the city's infrastructure 
and those groups which might benefit from a sound develop­
mental base. More importantly, the city's economic well­
being is enhanced by these types of programs. Therefore, 
a more even handed inquiry, as is described in the next 
chapter, would ascertain the inherent value, to the com­
munity or individuals within that community, of particular 
programs, projects or activities undertaken with available 
funding sources— in this case, CDBG entitlement amounts.

Conclusion
As a product of dissatisfaction with Federal-local 

categorical discretionary grants and an evolving inter­
governmental grant-in-aid structure, the CDBG program pro­
vides wide discretion for local decision makers to choose 
among eligible activities. The CDBG is not a "no strings" 
grant, as is General Revenue Sharing; There are some 
legislated and bureaucratic rules, restraints and parameters. 
It is within these broadly defined guidelines that local 
decision makers exercise discretion when they allocate 
CDBG local expenditures. The CDBG-centered evaluation 
and policy outcome research, which use a locational approach, 
for the most part, do not offer satisfactory explanations 
when one views CDBG funded local expenditures as either 
developmental or redistributive by nature and/or function.

The CDBG program outcomes, therefore, are appro­
priate dependent variables for this inquiry since they
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comprise the activities and national goals of seven pre­
viously categoric grants. Taken together, these categori­
cal grants, now within the single block grant entitlement, 
afford localities the choice to set priorities between 
redistributive programs for social and community services 
and developmental activities related to urban capital and 
infrastructure enhancement. Programs funded by Model 
Cities grants are examples of the former, while Urban 
Renewal, highway and street improvements, and sewer and 
water projects are examples of the latter.
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CHAPTER IV 

RESEARCH DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction
Chapter Two discussed the differences in substan­

tive urban policy outcome explanations engendered by the 
conceptual framework and variable classification scheme 
employed by individual researchers. This chapter will 
first, describe the research design used here to test the 
ability of the Process and Unitary frameworks to explain 
substantive urban policy outcomes. More specifically,
CDBG funded expenditure outcomes, across America's larger 
entitlement cities, serve as the variable to be explained. 
Second, a description and discussion of our CDBG expendi­
ture classification scheme, the economic growth and poli­
tical demand indicators and methodology, utilized in this 
study, are presented. Variable definitions and data sources 
are also provided. This study's research concerns are 
structured around two central issues. How will redistri­
butive programs fare when localities choose between people- 
centered or redistributive activities and those activities 
which are developmental both by nature and perceived
affect on the city? Also, which city-specific variables,

m  suggested by the Process and Unitary approaches, best

74
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explain these policy outcomes in a comparative analysis?

Research Design 
The research design employed in this study provides 

for analyses of local CDBG expenditure outcomes which apply 
the two models independently, as mutually exclusive 
approaches, and jointly as part of a multivariate frame­
work. Furthermore, several additional variables will be 
included in order to see if the basic relationships between 
key independent variables and CDBG outcomes change depend­
ing upon political context. To facilitate the analysis, 
study cities are ranked and divided into quartiles, 
according to individual city scores of economic growth, 
poverty and minority populations, as the approaches are 
applied to explanations of the dependent variable— CDBG 
funded local activity expenditure means for each group 
of cities. These outcomes are viewed as the result of 
local policy decision making, addressing the local values 
of either redistribution or development. This research 
strategy permits us to identify the central tendency of 
each city group in setting priorities among CDBG activity 
expenditures, dependent on the group's shared characteris­
tics of one of four categories for each explanatory vari­
able. Our analysis might then better identify expenditure 
patterns of cities sharing common characteristics along a 
four point continuum and, more importantly, at each end of 
the spectrum. This "worst case" and "best case" technique
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seems to be especially useful in explanations engendered 
by two distinct conceptual frameworks— as is attempted in 
this thesis. For example, if we can verify the hypotheses 
among "worst case" cities we can be more confident in 
generalizing from our findings. In addition, if the 
hypotheses cannot be verified under "best case" circum­
stances, we can be more confident in reporting an excep­
tion to the hypothetical prediction.

The concepts of redistributive and developmental 
policy outcomes are operationalized by correlating the 
fundable activities under CDBG with one or the other of 
these values. The proportion of funds allocated for each 
activity is then coded by city. Since the differentiation 
of policy outcomes into distinct urban policy decisional 
arenas is central to the analysis, and the models being 
tested, the delineation of CDBG activities as either 
redistribution or development is necessary.

The Three Policy Arenas and CDBG Activities^
The concepts of redistribution and development, as 

they relate to CDBG, are operationalized by assigning one 
or the other of these two values, as conceptualized above, 
to each of the eighteen CDBG funded local activities. The

^These activity categorizations are taken from 
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), Annual 
Community Development Block Grant Reports. (Washington,
D.C.: GPO, 1975-1980) and the "Annual Community Develop­
ment Program Cost Summary," 0MB No. 63-R1619.
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activities and their assigned value of either redistribution 
(R) or development (D) are as follows:

ACTIVITY
-Continuation of Urban Renewal Projects (D)
-Acquisition of Land and Property for Demolition, 
Clearance and Redevelopment (D)

-Site Clearance, Demolition and Relocation (D)
-Sewer and Water Projects (D)
-Street and Highway Improvements (includes curbs/ 
furnishings) (D)

-Flood Protection and Sea Walls (D)
-Job Training Programs (R)
-Housing Counseling, Legal Aid and Education 
Programs (R)

-Rehabilitation Loans and Grants for Non-Owner Occupied 
Dwelling Units and Businesses (D)

-Rehabilitation of City-Owned or Acquired Property (D) 
-Construction of Neighborhood Facilities used for 
Health Care, Job Training, Youth Services and Senior 
Citizen Programs (R)

-Acquisition and Development of Parkland and Beauti­
fication Projects (D)

-Historical Preservation (D)
-Health Services, Youth and Senior Citizen Ser­
vices Programs (R)

-Rehabilitation Loan Guarantees to Lending 
Institutions (D)

-Construction of Public Facilities (fire stations, 
parking, etc.) (D)

-Removal of Architectural Barriers (R)
-Rehabilitation Loans and Grants for Owner-Occupied 
Dwellings (D)

For the most part, the CDBG eligible activities 
listed above are easily classified as addressing local 
values of either redistribution or development. "Hard­
ware" or infrastructure related activities, as described 
by the activity labels, are clearly developmental. In 
addition, public service programs, aimed primarily at 
distinct groups of individuals in need, can be viewed

f
clearly as redistribution. However, two activity labels 
are not self-explanatory. These activities, "Removal of
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Architectural Barriers" and "Rehabilitation Loans and 
Grants for Owner-Occupied Dwellings," will be discussed 
in order to clear up any ambiguity.

Projects funded under the "Removal of Architectural 
Barriers" eligible activity are aimed at providing assis­
tance to handicapped persons in the community. Generally, 
these projects center on the construction of wheelchair 
access ramps and other physical improvements intended to 
allow access, for physically handicapped individuals, to 
public facilities and public areas. It seems, therefore, 
that there are direct benefits accrued to individuals who 
are least able to pay for these benefits themselves. It 
is concluded that this activity is redistributive by nature 
and perceived effect on the economic productivity of the 
city.

The second activity which does not easily lend 
itself to being classified as either redistributive or 
developmental, based on the conceptualization of the three 
arenas presented above, is "Rehabilitation Loans and Grants 
for Owner-Occupied Dwellings." As indicated, this analysis 
will consider these activities as being developmental in 
character. The decision to categorize this "Rehab" activity 
as developmental is justifiable on several grounds.

First, the CDBG legislation and HUD rules do not 
limit this "direct-assistance" program to lower income 
individuals. While cities must confine a substantial pro­
portion of their expenditures, generally, to lower income
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areas. the nature of the rehabilitation activity makes 
identifying lower income groups as benefiting, directly, 
difficult. However, there is evidence that housing rehabili­
tation in poorer neighborhoods is not benefiting lower 

2income groups. The CDBG research conducted by the Brookings
Monitoring Group indicates that localities tend to use high
income standards in defining eligibility for rehabilitation
loans and grants. This strategy denies lower income
residents access to these rehabilitation-oriented housing
programs. In addition, lower income residents, who own and
occupy their dwelling units, are those persons who can
least afford to either undertake the additional debt
necessary to rehabilitate their homes or pay the additional

3property tax usually assessed on such improvements.
The rehabilitation activity, then, allows cities to adopt
a redevelopment strategy. That is, unless a locality can
afford to completely "renew" a deteriorated area through
relocation, demolition, clearance and new construction,
available resources must be used to rehabilitate owner-
occupied housing in so-called marginally deteriorated or 

4"grey" areas. The logic for this strategy is based on 
keeping and/or attracting higher income residents in

2Rosenfeld, "Who Benefits and Who Decides?", pp. 
211-235? and Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban 
Policy, p. 235.

"^Rosenfeld, "Who Benefits and Who Decides?", p. 230.
4Anthony Downs, Neighborhoods and Urban Development 

(Washington, D.C.: Brookings, 1981) See, Chaps. 1 and 12.
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areas that are in danger of becoming deteriorated beyond 
redemption— save through demolition and redevelopment.

Second, a close reading of HUD's comprehensive 
Sixth Annual Community Development Block Grant Report re­
veals that most cities have adopted this "grey area" 
rehabilitation strategy. Eighty percent of entitlement city 
funds for rehabilitation, during 1978, 1979 and 1980, were 
allocated for single family owner-occupied dwelling units.6 
Cities with the largest population decline spent 35 percent 
of their entitlement grant for rehabilitation, while cities 
with growing populations allocated only 24 percent for 
similar purposes.6 Entitlement cities, defined as being 
"Most," "Moderately," and "Least Distressed,11 by HUD, 
allocated 35 percent, 25 percent and 28 percent of their 
grants, respectively, for rehabilitation activities. In 
addition, rehabilitation projects were distributed almost 
equally among the "least," "moderately" and "most distressed" 
census tracts of entitlement cities; the proportions of
grants allocated are 27 percent, 28 percent and 27 percent,

7respectively. One might infer from this data that cities 
losing population and in distress are spreading CDBG funded 
rehabilitation projects across all city neighborhoods.

5Office of Community Planning and Development 
(Washington, D.C.: HUD, 1981), pp. 59-61.

6Ibid., p. A-59.
7Ibid., p. 67. Also, see pages A-4 and 140 for

HUD's definition of city and census tract distress.
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Coupled with findings that lower income residents will 
either not qualify for rehabilitation assistance or lack 
the desire to incur increased debt, and probably lack the 
capacity to pay for the consequences of rehabilitation, 
the fact that CDBG rules do not require rehabilitation 
activity targeting to lower income individuals or families

ghas resulted in the conclusion, by me and others, that 
lower income groups are not the major beneficiaries of 
CDBG funded rehabilitation.

The only argument one might make for defining CDBG 
funded rehabilitation as redistribution centers on identi­
fying a substantial number of individual rehab beneficiaries 
who also received subsidy payments to offset the added cost. 
However, over the first six years of the program, only 
14,965 units out of a total of 114,200 units rehabilitated 
with CDBG funds have received assistance— both direct-
payment and subsidies— through the Section 8, Urban Home-

9steading, Private Market Rate, and other programs.
Thus, the CDBG rules, the extent of local discretion 

and the research and program evaluation results indicate 
that Frieden and Kaplan's early assessment of the, still 
new, CDBG program, may be v a l i d . T h e y  saw this new 
"Special Revenue" or CDBG program as one that is merely a

QFrieden and Kaplan, The Politics of Neglect, 
pp. 267-268.

9HUD, Sixth Annual CDBG Report, pp. 107 and 121. 
^Frieden and Kaplan, The Politics of Neglect, p. 266.
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general revenue sharing program for local infrastructure 
and other developmental activities. Rehabilitation of 
"Owner-Occupied Dwelling Units" is a developmental activity 
and is so categorized in this study.

In summary, this classification scheme permits us 
to center our concern on local policy priority setting 
among development and redistribution as activities funded 
within a system of intergovernmental programmatic relation­
ships. As indicated in Chapter Three, each city, as a 
CDBG entitlement grantee, must adhere to guidelines set 
by the national legislature. However, local elected 
officials may exercise broad discretion in the selection 
of individual activities or programs to meet broad national 
goals— while addressing local-specific needs and priorities.

CDBG Expenditures
Since an appropriate CDBG data set was not available, 

a survey instrument was used as the means by which CDBG 
expenditure data has been collected. Following the Caputo 
and Cole study of General Revenue Sharing outcomes^ and
mail survey methodological techniques, suggested by Don A.

12Dillman, the questionnaire was constructed and distributed 
during November and December, 1981, to the Chief Adminis­
trative Officer (CAO) for the community development program

^Caputo and Cole, Urban Politics and Decentrali­
zation.

12Don A. Dillman, Mail and Telephone Surveys 
(New York: John Wiley & Sons, 1978).
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in each of the study cities. Respondents were asked to
supply information pertaining to priority setting among
eligible CDBG activities, as the proportion of their CDBG
funds allocated for each of these activities, and informa
tion related to their cities' categorical and block grant

13in-aid experience.
In the analysis presented here, local decision 

makers are viewed as choosing between CDBG activities 
that are either redistributive or developmental. Because 
CDBG entitlements are for a definite amount each year, 
local elected officials and other local decision makers 
are forced to decide among priorities in a zero-sum 
environment.

The survey questions and responses, pertinant to
this thesis, are:

What is your city's average annual CDBG entitlement 
over the previous three years?
$_________________

Please indicate the number of years, before 1974, 
that your city has participated in the following 
federal categorical grant programs.
____________ Urban Renewal ____________Model Cities
____________Water & Sewer Projects

CDBG allows local discretion in choosing those 
activities which would best accomplish your

13A copy of the complete questionnaire and the 
survey letter are provided in Appendix A.
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community's goals. Please indicate the approxi­
mate percentage of entitlement which is 
allocated for each of the activities listed 
below:

ACTIVITY:
Continuation of Urban 
Renewal Projects
Acquisition of Land and 
Property for Demolition, 
Clearance and Redevelopment
Site Clearance, Demolition 
and Relocation
Sewer and Water Projects
Street and Highway Improve­
ments (includes curbs/ 
furnishings)
Flood Protection and Sea 
Walls
Job Training Programs
Housing Counseling, Legal 
Aid and Education Programs
Rehabilitation Loans and 
Grants for Non-Owner 
Occupied Dwelling Units 
and Businesses
Rehabilitation of City- 
Owned or Acquired Property
Construction of Neighbor­
hood Facilities used for 
Health Care, Job Training, 
Youth Services and Senior 
Citizen Programs
Acquisition and 
Development of Parkland 
and Beautification Projects

PERCENT OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT

 %

%

Historic Preservation %
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Health Services, Youth
and Senior Citizen Services
Programs
Rehabilitation Loans and 
Grants for Owner-Occupied 
Dwelling Units
Rehabilitation Loan 
Guarantees to Lending 
Institutions
Construction of Public 
Facilities (fire stations, 
parking, etc.)
Removal of Architectural 
Barriers

Economic Growth of Cities
Personal Income Measures

Most urban researchers operationalize the city's
"fiscal capacity," through either city- or state-specific

14personal income measures. Per capita income, average 
family income and median family income are commonly used 
independent variable indicators. For our purposes, these 
personal income measures are not appropriate indicators of 
a community's economic growth for several reasons.

First, per capita income is a "static" measure of 
fiscal health. It might, at any given point in time, merely 
reflect past economic performance. That is, personal 
income in many cities may be a function of a sustained 
period of growth rather than as a reflection of current 
growth. Wage levels are based, for the most part, on the

14Peterson, Citv Limits, pp. 46-47.
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past performance of individuals and the increasing capacity, 
during a growth period, of firms to accommodate employee 
demands. It would seem, therefore, that when one uses 
personal income levels as a measure of fiscal health, we 
merely obtain a measure of the result of past city-specific 
economic growth. In a comparative urban analysis, the 
results obtained using income levels to explain the impact 
of fiscal capacity on expenditure patterns might prove 
fatal. These personal income levels, based on past growth, 
may be affected by a city's current economic experience.
But, I feel, current economic decline will prove to make 
only a marginal difference in income levels. The rate of 
wage increases may slow down, but the relatively higher 
personal income base, as a result of past-growth, remains 
intact.

On the one hand, cities which have historically 
enjoyed periods of growth and are now in decline, will still 
exhibit relatively higher income levels than cities which 
have not experienced a growing economy. Conversely, those 
cities which have only recently enjoyed economic growth 
will continue to exhibit relatively lower personal income 
levels, since income levels may not have caught up with 
this newer period of local prosperity. As a result of 
this "income lag" for both growing and declining cities 
in a period of massive private business and demographic 
shifts between regions, per capita and median income 
measures fail to indicate the relative economic growth or
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decline of cities. Perhaps the successful use of these 
personal income measures in past research efforts is 
reflective of business location and demographic stability. 
However, we must seek to adjust our measures of city 
fiscal health to an environment of convulsive regional 
shifts in economic activity. A measure which seems to fill 
that need is described in the next section of this chapter.

A second argument, made here, against using personal 
income, as a measure of fiscal health for use in testing 
the Unitary approach, goes toward the ability of that 
variable to effectively measure overall local fiscal 
strength. Per capita or median income measures cloak and 
cleavage or disparity in personal income between low income 
groups and the middle income and high income groups of 
city residents. The relative size of low income and more 
dependent groups, within a city and among cities, cannot 
be identified using per capita income measures. Several 
cities may exhibit a similar per capita income level while 
the actual size of the income groups may differ markedly 
among them. So, while cross-sectional personal income 
measures may account for variations in current regional 
prices, wages, fluctuations in employment, etc., the 
impact on a city's fiscal health of a relatively large 
number of less productive residents is lost to the analysis. 
The relative proportions of poor and lower income residents 
most surely are known to local decision makers and effect 
resource policy in a way not communicated by a measure of
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resident average or median income. For instance, in a city 
with a relatively high per capita income and a large poor 
and lower income group, any property or similar tax would 
necessarily be aimed at the more productive residents.

Finally, the value of personal income, as a measure 
of local fiscal capacity may be diminished by the manner 
in which the data is collected and its source. City-specific 
income indicies measure the personal income of only those 
persons who reside within the borders of the city. If the 
so-called "exodus" of middle-income city residents to the 
surrounding suburbs of central cities is a fact of contem­
porary urban life, then this large segment of a city's 
wage earners are not taken into account when measuring its 
fiscal strength. Even though these commuters may not 
contribute toward local fiscal resources as much as do 
productive city residents, they do contribute somewhat to 
both the city treasury and the perceived health of employ­
ment opportunities as well as the labor pool available to 
employers.

The Local Business and Employment Environment
Our measure, the Composite Economic Index (CEI), 

accounts for change over time, in the manufacturing, retail 
sales, wholesale sales and service industry sector receipts. 
The relative contribution of each sector to the local 
economy is weighted by its share of persons employed in 
all four sectors. The Composite Economic Indicator is
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taken from James W. Fossett and Richard P. Nathan, "The
15Prospects for Urban Revival." They provide an analysis, 

based on the CEI, of city growth between 1958-1972. This 
study's data includes the period 1972-1977. A city's CEI 
ranking results from applying the Fossett-Nathan formula, 
below, to the indicated local-specific data of our study 
cities.

rFT _ Average Growth, Sample Cities
(PCVAM) * (PMFE) + (PCRS) * (PRSE) + (PCWS)

* (PWSE) + (PCSVC)* (PSVCE)
PCVAM = Percent change in value added by manufacturing, 

indicated period.
PCRS = Percent change in retail sales receipts, indicated 

period.
PCWS = Percent change in wholesale sales receipts, 

indicated period.
PCSVC = Percent change in selected service receipts.
PMF/PRSE/PWSE/PSVCE = Percent of sum of employment in

manufacturing, retail sales, whole­
sale sales, and selected services 
employed in given sector during 
initial year of indicated period 
(1972).

Rather than view fiscal capacity as a "snap shot" 
or cross-section of the different levels of personal income 
among cities, a richer and more complete indicator of 
local-specific economic growth. relative to the other 
cities, is provided. The CEI permits us to rank our study 
cities based on their relative individual performance, over

15ln Roy Bahl, ed., Urban Government Finance 
(Beverly Hills: Sage, 1981).
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a recent five year period, in the four business sectors.
The concerns expressed in the previous section seem 

to be adequately addressed by the CEI. Following the 
rationale of the Unitary model, expenditure policy decisions 
are based, for the most part, on what a decision maker 
perceives to be the state of their jurisdiction's economic 
growth or "fiscal capacity." One need only listen to or 
read what mayors (and even governors) are saying about 
their current fiscal woes. The main concern of today's 
mayors seems to be the ability of their cities to either 
keep or attract productive business enterprises to the 
borders of their jurisdictions. A growing and vibrant 
business sector or sectors means jobs and increased personal 
and business related spending for the private sector.

While it might be a fact that most cities do not 
levy much of a direct local tax burden on business, many 
of these private sector-producted dollars find their way 
into the city treasury. Property taxes on business and 
private property and user fees for in-place sewer and water 
systems, are just two examples. And, just as importantly, 
any increase in a business sector's activity will allow 
more dollars to circulate between and among businesses in 
each of the four sectors— manufacturing, wholesale, retail 
and services. This has the effect of multiplying the impact 
of any increase several or more times the actual increase. 
However, if a city cannot keep much of this "circulation" 
within its pourous borders, the city's CEI score will
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reflect that failure.
Therefore, since this study centers on local develop 

mental and redistributive expenditure policy decision making 
we must relate the CEI's measure of increased business 
activity to the perceptions held by the local decision 
maker. As indicated above, the link seems clear for at 
least two reasons. A city which exhibits growth in its 
business sectors impacts on the ability of the mayor to 
attract new businesses. A growing city economy is attrac­
tive to most businessmen because of either market or support 
services interests. Some recently attracted businesses 
may find the city a newly discovered marketplace, while 
some will find all the support services they need con­
veniently located in one place. Heavy industrial interests 
will be attracted to a growing city to provide maintenance 
or development of a necessary infrastructure. This self­
reinforcing economic growth condition is not lost on the 
mayor. As Paul Peterson correctly points out, mayors are 
neither stupid nor fools. Of course, this spiraling 
effect works in the other direction as well. A declining 
city will, over time, be a victim of further economic 
decline.^

In addition, private business decisions to relocate 
into or out of a jurisdiction are usually immediately 
recognized as being either helpful or detrimental to the

16Peterson, Citv Limits, chaps. 1-2.
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city's fisc because of their impact on the tax base and 
their possible effect on other private business decisions 
which involve relocation. The mayor will certainly be 
aware of any such decision involving either a large employer 
or a business which appears to be the nexus for other firms 
in the city.

The CEI, therefore, seems to reflect those concerns 
central to a mayor's timely perception of the state of the 
city's economic affairs. The mayor of a city which has 
enjoyed relatively high economic growth, over a five year 
period, should, according to the Unitary model, be favorably 
inclined to redistribute the resources at his disposal. 
Conversely, mayors who see the business sector declining 
will view redistribution more cautiously and will tend to 
provide developmental support for the remaining businesses 
as well as for purposes of attracting new ones.

In summary, the CEI appears to offer an economic 
determinacy analysis of local policy outcomes a richer and 
more appropriate indicator of a city's economic growth—  

especially for a comparative urban study. While personal 
income measures are "static," the CEI is a measure which 
does reflect the relative overall economic health, over 
time, of localities. The CEI, for those reasons stated 
above, will serve as our measure of a city's economic 
growth relative to the other cities in the study. While 
the computation of the CEI for each study city requires a 
much greater effort than that required for the compilation
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of the study cities' personal income measures, its use is 
required if we are to overcome major shortcomings of the 
cross-sectional per capita and median income indicators. 
Since a measure of relative economic growth is central to 
the application of the Unitary framework, the thesis pro­
vides us with an analysis which incorporates a richer and 
many faceted measure of the complex urban economic system.

Research Universe. Data Collection and 
Study Data Verification

Our research universe is comprised of the 156 CDBG 
entitlement cities with over 100,000 population. As 
indicated above, several variables are based on responses 
to our survey— mailed to the Chief Administrative Officer 
(CAO) of each of the 156 cities' CDBG program. The res­
ponse of 117 returned and properly completed questionnaires 
results in a response rate of about 75%.

When economic and demographic data were added to 
each city's file, however, 24 cities were dropped from our 
study's original data base, due to the lack of business 
sector and economic information for these cities. The 
completed files for 93 cities, therefore, provide the data 
base for the study's analysis of CDBG expenditure outcomes.

A comparison of the 93 study cities and the universe 
of 156 CDBG entitlement cities indicates that various 
city characteristics and categories, i.e., percent minority, 
percent families living in poverty, city size and regional 
location, are similar for both groups of cities. The means
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medians and standard deviations for these characteristics 
are almost the same for cities in each of the two groups, 
as indicated by Table 4-1. As a result, I feel confident 
that the data and analyses presented here are representative 
of and generalizable to all CDBG entitlement cities with 
at least 100,000 residents.

The CEI for each city results in an economic growth 
ranking among the other 92 cities included in the study.
The cities, thusly ranked, were listed in quartiles. The 
quartile placement of my study cities was compared with 
their ranking in Nathan and Fossett's study. Of the more 
than 30 cities included in both inquiries, only one was 
not ranked with the same quartile. This city, Seattle, 
Washington, however, has exhibited a widely fluctuating 
economic growth pattern as indicated by the Nathan-Fossett 
data. One explanation for this deviant case may be the 
closing and re-opening of Seattle's large aero-space research 
and manufacturing facilities. In any case, I feel confident 
that my CEI rankings, from low growth to high growth and 
in quartiles, are similar to those achieved by the Nathan- 
Fossett findings from data of an earlier time period—  

1968-1972. My data is from the later period— 1972-1977.
In summary, then, the questionnaire responses, 

together with demographic and personal income information, 
taken from the County and Citv Data Book. 1977, and economic 
sector and employment data, from Department of Commerce 
Business Reports, for Manufacturing, Wholesale, Retail and
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I

TABLE 4-1
DISTRIBUTION OF CITIES SURVEYED AND 

STUDY CITIES BY CATEGORY

City Category Cities Surveyed Study Cities
No. % No. %

All Cities 156 100 93 100
Population

200,000 - 91 58.3 54 58.0
200,000+ 65 41.6 39 41.9

Region
Southeast 43 27.6 27 29.0
Northeast 49 31.4 32 34.4
Southwest 48 30.7 23 24.7
Northwest 16 10.3 11 11.8

X Minority Population 
Median 

Standard Deviation
156 22.11

18.75
15.15

93 23.01
21.25
13.81

X Families Below
125% of Poverty Level 

Median 
Standard Deviation

156 14.25
14.00
5.27

93 14.90
14.28
5.16



www.manaraa.com

Selected Services, are coded for each of the 93 study cities. 
We now turn to more detailed variable definitions and 
sources.

Variable Definitions
Economic Growth

A composite index based on the Nathan-Fosset Com­
posite Economic Index (CEI) formula explained above. Cities 
are ranked according to their raw scores on the index.
Four groups are then categorized according to where each 
city is ranked within quartiles— from lowest growth to 
highest growth. Each city is coded either Lowest, Mid-Low, 
Mid-High or Highest economic growth. Thus, for example, 
cities grouped as "Lowest" are those cities which make up 
the slowest growth quartile of cities. Cities with raw 
scores below the study city median of 1.053 are relatively 
better off than those cities with scores above 1.053.
See Table 4-2 for a list of cities ranked by CEI scores. 
Commerce Department Reports; Annual Survey of Manufacturers, 
1977? Census of Business, Final Area Reports. 1977? Countv- 
Citv Data Book, 1977, Table 4.

Minority Population
Percentage of Black and Hispanic residents, as a 

proportion of total population, for each study city. Com­
puted from data in Countv-Citv Data Book. 1977, Table 4.
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Urban Renewal/NDP. Personal-Services.
Rehab and Sewer/Water

Responses to survey questions asking for percentage
allocation of CDBG entitlement for each fundable activity.
Each of the 18 CDBG activities is coded as one of the
four variables. All developmental activities, except Sewer/
Water are coded Urban Renewal/NDP. All redistributive
activities are coded Personal-Services. The activity
related to "owner-occupied" rehabilitation is coded Rehab.
Since the percentage of total entitlements reported for
each variable did not add to 100%, in the case of most
cities1 data on CDBG expenditure's each of these dependent
variables is stated as a proportion of 100% for each case.

Population Growth
The percentage total population change for each 

study city between 1970 and 1975 computed from data in the 
County-City Data Book. 1977, Table 4.

Per Capita Income Growth
The percentage per capita income change for each 

study city between 1969 and 1974 computed from data in the 
Countv-Citv Data Book. 1977, Table 4.

Per Capita Income
The per capita income for each study city computed 

from data in the County-City Data Book. 1977. Table 4.

C
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Region
The universe of 156 cities with 100,000 population 

or more according to 1975 estimates in Countv-Citv Data 
Book, 1977, Table 4, are divided into four general regional 
categories and each city is coded either SE, NE, SW or NW.
The regions, the states which comprise each region, and 
the number of study cities in each are listed below. 
SOUTHEAST (44) Alabama (4), Arkansas (1), Florida (7),
Georgia (4), Kentucky (2), Louisiana (3), Mississippi (1), 
Missouri (4), North Carolina (5), South Carolina (1),
Tennessee (4), Virginia (8).
NORTHEAST (49) Connecticut (5), Illinois (3), Indiana (6), 
Maryland (1), Massachusetts (5), Michigan (6), New Jersey (5), 
New York (6), Ohio (7), Pennsylvania (4), Rhode Island (9). 
SOUTHWEST (47) Arizona (3), California (20), Colorado (5), 
Kansas (3), Nevada (1), New Mexico (1), Oklahoma (2),
Texas (13).
NORTHWEST (16) Idaho (1), Iowa (3), Minnesota (2),
Nebraska (2), Oregon (2), Utah (1), Washington (3),
Wisconsin (2).
Not included: Hawaii, Alaska, District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico.
States which lack cities of sufficient size: Delaware,
Maine, Montana, New Hampshire, North Dakota, South Dakota, 
Vermont, West Virginia, Wyoming.
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City Size
The study cities are dichotomized according to 

total population of either 200,000+ or 200,000-. Although 
a different categorization scheme is desirable, i.e.,
100,000 to 200,000/200,000_ to 350,000/350,000+ to 500,000/ 
500,000+ to high, analytical richness is defeated by 
number of cases. County-City Data Book. 1977. Table 4.

Model Cities Experience
Responses to survey question asking for number of 

years respondents1 cities had participated in the Model 
Cities program, before 1974, are categorized as either none, 
1-5 years, or 5+ years and coded by city. (The maximum 
number of years coded for Model Cities is eight.)

Urban Renewal Experience
Responses to survey question asking for number of 

years respondents' cities had participated in the Urban 
Renewal/NDP program, before 1974, are categorized as either 
none, 1-5 years, or 5+ years and coded by city.

Sewer/Water Experience
Responses to survey questions asking for number of 

years respondents' cities had participated in the Sewer/ 
Water program, before 1974, are categorized as either 
none, 1-5 years, or 5+ years and coded by city.
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Statistical Methods and Measures
Throughout the analysis presented in Chapters Five 

and Six, study cities are grouped in quartiles according to 
their relative CEI score, percent minority population, 
percent poverty population and resident personal income 
levels. There are three categories of categorical grant 
experience. We seek to test the explanatory strength of 
the pluralist/group theory and Unitary models by identifying 
the central tendancies of each group of cities, thusly 
classified, in the allocation of CDBG expenditures among 
redistributive and developmental activities, as a percentage 
of their entitlement. The four group categorizations 
allow us to measure the affect of the "Best Case" and 
"Worst Case" environments for CDBG funded local policy 
outcomes.

The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 
(SPSS) procedures of Breakdown and the Multiple Classifica­
tion Analysis (MCA) are used to provide descriptive and 
statistical analyses. These procedures provide dependent 
variable means for each discrete group of cities, in addition 
to measuring the variance explained by one or more indepen­
dent variables or functions: The classified group's mean
and a measure of variance, explained by the independent 
variable, between groups and among cases within the group
are also supplied. Where the data permits, the beta,

2Multiple R and R statistical measures of variance, 
explained by the inclusion of additional independent
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variables, are supplied. Otherwise, the eta or beta sta­
tistic is given to illustrate the strength of a single 
independent variable to explain the dependent variable 
variance. In order to test whether the MCA results are
significant, the F-Ratio statistic provides that measure

17for our fixed-effect model. Thus, the analysis will 
provide statistical measures indicating the relationships, 
and their significance, between various grouped means and 
selected independent variables— both in a bi-variate and 
multi-variate mode.

Finally, a multiple regression analysis equation is 
constructed so that we might confirm the relationships 
that emerged or faltered in the MCA. The direction and 
strength of the Beta coefficients, resulting from this 
analysis, are expected to be similar to the eta and partial 
beta statistical measures found in the earlier analyses.
To lessen the possibility of multi-collinearity, a four 
variable equation was constructed after a correlational 
analyses of these independent variables proved a lack of 
strong relationships between each of them and each of the 
others.

The next two chapters provide a comparative analysis 
of CDBG expenditure patterns across America's larger cities. 
Chapters Five and Six apply the research design, variables

17Nie, et al., Statistical Package for the Social 
Sciences, 2d ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975) pp. 399-
400.
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and statistical methods, described in this chapter, to 
several attempts at explaining the allocation of CDBG 
funded local expenditures— especially those expenditures 
that represent funding for people-centered or redistri­
butive activities.
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CHAPTER V

THE UNITARY AND PROCESS MODELS APPLIED TO LOCAL 
CDBG EXPENDITURE OUTCOMES

Introduction
This chapter will first, provide a description of 

Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funded local expendi­
tures across America's larger cities and second, apply the 
frameworks reviewed in Chapter Two to explanations of CDBG 
funded substantive policy outcomes of urban political 
systems. The description of differences in expenditures, 
between redistributive and developmental activities, among 
CDBG entitlement cities, is followed by the two explanatory 
sections. The first employs an explanatory variable sug­
gested by the Unitary model, while the second utilizes 
independent variables suggested by the Group Theory/Pluralist 
or Process approach.

The Unitary approach suggests that first, cities 
tend to avoid redistribution, generally, and second, that 
those localities which are enjoying economic growth will 
possess the so-called "slack" between resources and expen­
ditures that might be prioritized for redistribution.
The Unitary framework's ability to explain and predict the 
city's policy bias for or against redistribution, therefore, 
centers on the individual locality's fiscal health or
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economic growth. A city-specific indicator of relative 
growth, which serves to operationalize the Unitary 
approach's hypotheses, is used to explain the variation, 
among cities, of CDBG redistributive expenditures. The 
effect of local "fiscal capacity" on these CDBG outcomes 
is measured using the Composite Economic Indicator (CEI).
As outlined in the previous chapter, this measure accounts 
for a city's relative growth/decline, over a five year 
period, in the four major business sectors.

Following this examination of the effects of fiscal 
capacity, several measures of redistributive political 
demand, suggested by the Process Model, are applied to the 
same dependent variable of CDBG funded local expenditures. 
"Political Demand" for redistribution is operationalized 
through city-specific indicies of "City Minority Population" 
and "Percent Families Below 125% of Poverty Level."
These two variables provide measures of the relative 
success of groups and coalitions in the politicized 
decisional processes of the urban redistributive arena.

The last section of this chapter will provide a 
discussion centering on the ability of the two models to 
explain CDBG expenditures. How well does each model explain 
urban redistributive policy outcomes? What is not explained

CDBG Expenditure Priority Setting
The central concern of the analysis is the des­

cription and explanation of redistributive expenditures,
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across the study cities, within the milieu of a largely 
developmental block grant. As indicated in Chapter Four, 
CDBG activities defined as redistributive are classified 
as the dependent variable, "Personal-Services;" all others 
are coded "Development."

CDBG expenditures, when they are viewed as the 
result of priority setting between developmental and redis­
tributive arenas, vary considerably among localities. 
Personal-Services, as redistributive policy choices, 
account for only 13.42 percent of all CDBG expenditures 
among the study cities. However, cities vary widely in 
selecting Personal-Services activities as part of their 
respective CDBG programs; the range is from 0 percent 
(7 cities) to 35 percent (1 city), as indicated by Table 
5-1. In addition, while 19 cities spent under 5 percent,
15 others allocated over 25 percent of their CDBG entitle­
ment for distribution. In spite of the so-called unofficial 
cap of 20 percent on redistribution engendered by the 
original CDBG Senate Bill in 1973,^" the fact that 25 
(27 percent) of the study cities allocated more than 20 
percent of their entitlements for redistribution is curious. 
Hopefully an explanation will evolve from the following 
analyses which employ two distinct approaches to explaining 
urban policy outcomes.

^ACIR/ "CDBG: The Workings of a National-Local
Block Grant," p. 13.
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I

TABLE 5-1
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR DEVELOPMENT AND 

PERSONAL-SERVICES BY PERCENT AND 
NUMBER OF CITIES (N=91)

Development Number of Cities Personal-Services
95-100% 19 0-4.9%
90-95 21 5-9.9
85-90 16 10-14.9
80-85 10 15-19.9
75-80 10 20-24.9
70-75 9 25-29.9
65-70 5 30-34.9
es­ 1 35-
se.58 Mean 13.42
88.91 Median 11.09
65.00 Minimum 0.00

100.0 Maximum 35.00

<
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The Unitary Model and CDBG Expenditures

In essence, the Unitary approach views the urban 
policy making system as one that is constrained in its 
setting of priorities among redistribution and development. 
Local discretion is limited for two interrelated reasons. 
First, the city occupies a lower position in the hier­
archically ordered political economy of the federal system. 
That is, local government, when compared to the national 
and state levels, cannot, as effectively, regulate the 
flow of residents, businesses, capital, labor and products 
to and from its borders. This situation results in an 
environment in which cities must compete with each other 
for tax-paying residents and businesses while, as compared 
to the other two levels, relying more on a benefits-received 
principle driven tax base.

Second, as a direct consequence of the first set 
of constraints, a community's fiscal capacity will determine 
its priority setting among redistributive and develop­
mental policy choices. Becuase a city must maintain and 
enhance its economic base, the local decision maker will, 
as a rational actor, select those policy options which tend 
to strengthen the local fisc and, more importantly, avoid 
policies which damage (or appear to damage) local economic 
strength.

The Unitary approach suggests that a city's 
decision makers act and react to environmental changes, 
outside the local political system, within the context of
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the competitive market in which they find their city. Fol­
lowing this concept of the city as a Unitary actor in 
the larger competitive milieu, Unitary approach analysts 
distinguish between redistribution and development as 
these policy values either detract from or enhance local 
fiscal growth. The Unitary city, thus, selects policy 
initiatives from the perspective of a single-purpose 
interest, economic health, rather than from the perspective 
of a compromise resulting from conflicts among disparate 
city interests resolved within a give and take or bargaining 
process.

Since redistribution is non-productive and detracts 
from local fiscal health, Peterson suggests that, except 
in limited and rare circumstances, cities will avoid 
redistribution whenever possible. Development is the 
locally preferred policy direction. Redistribution is 
best left to the national government since it does not 
suffer under the same constraints as localities.

Two hypotheses, central to this thesis, are sug­
gested by the Unitary model, and made explicit by Peterson,
for explaining urban policy outcomes, generally, and CDBG

2outcomes in particular. First, cities will tend to 
prioritize their CDBG expenditures toward development. As 
indicated in Table 5-1, 86.58 percent of CDBG expenditures 
were allocated for development. Only 13.42 percent of

2Peterson, Citv Limits, pp. 48-50; David and 
Kantor, "Urban Policy in the Federal System," p. 12.
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entitlement funds were spent by the study cities on redis­
tribution, as predicted by the Unitary model. This finding 
seems to support Peterson's assertion that " . . .  only
about 12 percent of local fiscal resources in the United

3States as a whole" are allocated for redistribution.
As explained in Chapter Four, the mean percent of 

each city group's redistributive or "Personal-Services" 
expenditures in CDBG, is a "mirror image" of their develop­
mental expenditures. Therefore, group mean percentages 
for development need not be displayed. Our concern, there­
fore, might be more productively centered on explaining 
the redistributive outcomes of the CDBG program.

A second hypothesis, central to the Unitary approach 
and one which guides much of our economic determinacy 
analysis, provides that a city in economic stagnation and 
decline will avoid redistribution, while only those cities 
enjoying economic growth will tend to allocate so-called

4surplus resources for redistribution. The study data 
does not support this proposition. Table 5-2 reveals that 
cities which rank in the CEI's lowest growth quartile among 
all study cities are allocating an average of 17.53 percent 
for Personal-Services, or twice that found among the highest 
growth quartile cities. In fact, economic growth and 
redistribution are inversely related; higher city growth

3Peterson, Limits, p. 210.
4Ibid., pp. 48-50, 64, 131-132, 167, 211-212.



www.manaraa.com

Ill

TABLE 5-2
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY ECONOMIC GROWTH QUARTILES (N=91)

City Growth

Lowest
Mid-Low
Mid-High
Highest

Grand Mean 
eta

Significance'*'

Mean Expenditure
% No.

17.53 (22)
13.45 (24)
13.89 (23)
8.77 (22)

13.42
.31
.01

1. The F-Ratio is used to test statistical 
significance throughout this study.

t
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results in a lower percentage of redistribution. Certainly, 
this finding is opposite to what the Unitary model would 
predict.

As concluded in Chapter Four, the CEI appears to 
be a richer and more appropriate economic indicator for 
testing the Unitary approach than is per capita income. 
However, since most urban comparative researchers have, 
in the past, used per capita income as their measure of 
economic health, an analysis of the effect of city-specific 
per capita income on CDBG funded local redistribution is 
presented.

As suggested by the Unitary model, we should find 
higher levels of local redistribution among cities with 
higher levels of per capita income; cities with higher 
income levels are those which can "afford" redistribution. 
However, when applied to CDBG funded local activities, 
redistribution, as a function of per capita income, varies 
hardly at all among study city groups. The mean percent 
of CDBG entitlements allocated for Personal-Services by 
each city group varied only about one percent around the 
mean for all cities of 13.42 percent, as indicated in 
Table 5-3. The differences in the findings seem to indi­
cate that, as argued in Chapter Four, the two indicators 
are tapping very different dimensions of the city's economy.

A third hypothesis, tangential to the Unitary 
framework's central thesis of economic determinacy, is based 
on the city's "need" and/or political demand for redistri-
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TABLE 5-3
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES

BY PER CAPITA INCOME QUARTILES (N=91)

Income

Lowest
Mid-Low
Mid-High
Highest

Grand Mean 
eta

Significance

Mean Expenditure
% No.

12.38 (22)
14.50 (23)
12.34 (23)
14.41 (23)
13.42

.11
N/S1

1. N/S indicates the statistical relationship 
displayed is not significant at the .05 level. The 
N/S symbol is used throughout this study to so 
indicate.



www.manaraa.com

bution. Peterson suggests that, since urban policy is 
determined, to a large degree, by the individual city's 
relative economic growth/decline, egalitarian concerns for 
poor and needy residents will not be high on the urban 
political agenda. Thus, he hypothesizes a very low cor­
relation between either "need" or political demand and 
policy choices for redistribution. The Unitary model, 
therefore, would predict findings and results " . . .  

exactly opposite from what one would expect were local
policies determined by the politics internal to the 

5city" when one applies measures of redistributive poli­
tical demand as explanatory variables. Thus, we can state 
that the Unitary city's interests of economic stability 
ignores, for the most part, the presence and needs of 
dependent residents while pursuing productive policies.
As a result, our test of the model will not incorporate 
dependent citizen need or political demand. The task is 
better left to the section which applies the pluralist/ 
group theory approach to explaining substantive urban 
policy outcomes.

In summary, it appears from these results that, 
according to the Unitary model's assumptions and its central 
hypothesis, cities which can least afford redistributive 
activities are allocating a large portion of their CDBG 
entitlement for those purposes. On the other hand, those
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cities which can afford redistribution are concentrating 
their CDBG entitlements on developmental activities. The 
Unitary framework seems inadequate for providing an expla­
nation of local CDBG funded expenditures. The analysis 
will now turn to an approach which incorporates several 
indicies relevant to the politicized decision making 
process of cities to explain CDBG funded local expenditures 
for redistributive activities.

The Process of Urban Policy Making 
and CDBG Expenditures

Most explanations of urban policy priority setting, 
which are guided by a group theory/pluralist grounded 
framework, "treat local public policy largely in terms of 
the conflict and bargaining among disparate groups, agencies, 
and factions internal to the local political system.^ 
Redistributive political demand, therefore, may be viewed 
as the interaction of poor and minority groups and 
coalitions within the city's political process— the 
results of which are policy outcomes addressing the pre­
ferences of these groups and coalitions. The Process 
model would predict that CDBG local expenditures, generally, 
will be prioritized more toward redistributive activities 
where large numbers of the poor and needy reside. The 
electoral interests of local officials, it is assumed by 
this approach, require the recognition of this group's

^Ibid., p. 9.
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preferences as "potential" demands or actual demands.
The larger the proportion of poor and needy resi­

dents in a city, therefore, the better their chances are 
for realizing preferences, since the elected official who 
ignores this group does so at his/her own risk. One might 
hypothesize then, using the Process approach, that the 
larger the proportional size of a city group, the more likely 
it is that local outcomes will reflect that group's pre­
ferences. If this hypothesis is verified, using CDBG out­
comes, we should find that cities, which have relatively 
higher proportions of their residents living in poverty, 
are allocating larger proportions of their CDBG entitlements 
for redistributive activities than are those cities with 
relatively smaller proportions of dependent citizens. As 
indicated in Chapters Three and Four, lower income city 
residents are in need of and benefit directly from those 
redistributive activities that are labeled here as 
Personal-Services.

Most urban comparative study variables used to 
operationalize local redistributive political demand, there­
fore, are those which measure the relative size of those 
groups of residents which are the perceived beneficiaries 
of the policy being explained. This study's political 
demand variable is of two parts. First, the "percent 
minority" of a city incorporates Hispanics and Blacks so 
that we might capture a richer sense of minority groups 
within many of our Northeastern and Southwestern cities.
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Second, most urban policy researchers usually find a high
correlation between "percent black" and "poverty" and

7use the former variable as a proxy for the latter. How­
ever, the intent here is to cull a richer explanation from 
the available data. This analysis incorporates "percent 
below 125% of the poverty level," since many cities in the 
country may not have a high percentage of minority residents, 
yet many of their citizens may be living on incomes below 
the poverty level.

According to the Process approach, those study 
cities with relatively higher poverty populations, as a 
percent of total city population, should be allocating a 
higher percent of their CDBG entitlements for Personal- 
Services than are cities with lower proportions of poor 
residents. However, our poverty variable, percent families 
125% below the poverty level, functions as a weak determi­
nant of CDBG redistribution. Not only is the relation­
ship very weak, but the effect of poverty on redistri­
bution is in a direction opposite to that predicted by the 
Process model. While Personal-Services expenditures varies 
only one and two percent between groups with differing 
poverty populations, around the mean for all cities of 
13.42 percent, cities with the highest percent poverty 
populations are spending three percent less for redistri-

7Ibid., pp. 55-56? and Caputo and Cole, Urban 
Politics and Decentralization, chaps. 2-3, provide a 
discussion of this issue.
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bution than are those cities with the lowest percent poor 
residents, as indicated by Table 5-4.

The second political demand or need variable, per­
cent minority population, is also a weak determinant of 
Personal-Services priority setting. The difference in 
redistribution between highest minority cities and lowest 
minority cities is slightly more than one percent around 
a mean of 13.13 percent, as indicated by Table 5-5. Cities 
with the lowest percent minority populations are allocating 
12.40 percent of their CDBG entitlements for Personal- 
Services. Cities with the highest percent minority are 
allocating only 13.70 percent for the same CDBG activities.

In summary, it appears that the presence of rela­
tively large numbers of poor and/or minority city residents 
makes almost no difference in the outcomes of the CDBG 
expenditure priority setting process. CDBG funded Personal- 
Services activities, aimed at providing social and com­
munity services to low income and minority residents, are 
being provided by all localities at about the same level, 
regardless of how large the proportion of a city's popu­
lation is that might be served by such programs. Thus, 
when we categorize cities by their relative percent minority 
and poverty populations, there is little or no difference 
between the groups of study cities in CDBG funded redistri­
bution.

t
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TABLE 5-4
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES

BY PERCENT FAMILIES BELOW 125 PERCENT OF
POVERTY LEVEL (N=91)

Poverty Population

Highest
Mid-High
Mid-Low
Lowest

Grand Mean 
eta

Significance

Mean Expenditures
% No.

11.20 (22)
14.38 (23)
13.15 (24)
14.93 (22)
13.42

.14
N/S
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TABLE 5-5
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES

BY PERCENT MINORITY (N=88)

Minority Population

Highest
Mid-High
Mid-Low
Lowest

Grand Mean 
eta

Significance

Mean Expenditures
% No.

13.70 (22)
12.14 (21)
14.19 (23)
12.40 (22)
13.13

.09
N/S
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Conclusions
The economic growth and political demand variables, 

suggested by the Unitary and Process approaches, respec­
tively, have not explained as much of the variance in 
CDBG Personal-Services or redistributive expenditures, 
between the city groups, as one would have preferred. 
However, several of our findings are interesting.

First, the Unitary model's suggestion that cities 
will avoid redistribution, generally, was verified— albeit 
within the milieu of a largely developmental program. 
Second, the assertion of Peterson's Unitary city thesis 
that only high growth cities will allocate resources for 
redistribution has not been verified by the CDBG local 
expenditure data. In fact, the findings here are statis­
tically significant and in a direction opposite to that 
predicted by the Unitary model. That is, slower growth 
cities are spending twice as much for CDBG funded Personal- 
Services activities than are cities which enjoy high 
economic growth.

Third, the Process model's political demand 
variables are also very weak determinants of local priority 
setting toward CDBG funded local redistribution. The 
presence of poor and minority group residents, across the 
study cities, made little difference in the outcomes of 
the local political decision making process under study. 
However, this finding does seem to verify Peterson's "need" 
hypothesis, which predicts a weak relationship between
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local redistribution and the presence of large numbers of 
poor and minority residents.

Urban redistributive policy setting, at least in 
the CDBG decisional arena, cannot be explained or pre­
dicted when one applies the Unitary and Process approaches 
individually or as mutually exclusive frameworks. Perhaps 
the economic growth of a city and the proportional size 
of its minority or poverty population(s) are related to 
each other in a way that is confounding or conditioning 
their separate effects on priority setting toward redis­
tribution. If so, we should expect to find either a 
change in direction or a change in the strength of the 
relationships from that originally discovered between each 
of these independent variables and CDBG redistributive 
expenditures when controlling for the other independent 
variable.**

However, we find no support for the hypotheses that 
either minority or poverty masked a positive relationship 
between economic growth and redistributive spending.
Lowest growth cities are allocating substantially more of 
their CDBG entitlements within each of the minority popu­
lation city categories as indicated when one reads across 
the rows in Table 5-6. In addition, when viewing the same 
data down the columns, the effect of a city's minority

gRobert A. Bernstein and James A. Dyer, An Intro­
duction to Political Science Methods (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: Prentice-Hall, 1979), pp. 137-139.
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TABLE 5-6
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE MEANS FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY PERCENT MINORITY POPULATION 
AND ECONOMIC GROWTH (N=88)

Minority
Population

CITY GROWTH

Lowest Mid-Low Mid-High Highest
% No. % No. % No. % No.

Highest 17.35 (9) 11.61 (4) 12.09 (6) 8.78 (3)
Mid-High 23.56 (2) 14.72 (10) 8.93 (4) 4.96 (5)
Mid-Low 14.92 (6) 14.49 (4) 16.08 (7) 11.04 (6)
Lowest 14.55 (4) 10.09 (4) 16.44 (6) 9.45 (8)

Grand Mean 
Multiple R

13.13
.31
.10
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population within each of the growth quartiles is ambiguous. 
The effective strength of the minority variable is mixed 
and the direction of its relationship to CDBG redistribution 
in each of the growth columns is unclear.

Similar to what we found with percent minority, 
the presence of large numbers of city residents living in 
poverty does not effect the strength or direction of the 
original relationship discovered between city growth and 
city expenditures for Personal-Services. Lowest growth 
cities are generally allocating substantially more for 
redistribution than are highest growth cities, as indicated 
by the data across the rows in Table 5-7. In addition, 
the effective strength and direction of the relationships 
between poverty population and redistributive expenditures 
are not substantially different, from our original findings, 
when city economic growth is taken into consideration.
When we view the data in Table 5-7 down the columns, the 
relationship between poverty population and redistribution 
for each of the economic growth quartiles is similarly 
ambiguous and unclear as was the case in our original 
analysis.

In summary, there appears to be only a slight effect 
of city growth and minority or poverty population on CDBG 
funded local redistributive priority setting when we con­
trol for the effect of each of these independent variables 
on the other. The direction and strength of the bi-variate 
relationships, reported earlier in the chapter, have not
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been substantially changed by introducing one of the other 
two independent variables to the analysis. Low growth 
cities spend substantially more than high growth cities for 
CDBG redistribution, with the presence of large minority 
and poverty populations making little difference, generally, 
within each of the four categories of city growth. It 
appears, then, that the inability of the Unitary and 
Process models to explain CDBG funded redistribution is 
not a function of a masking or confounding effect of the 
independent variables used to operationalize the two frame­
works' concepts. However, several contextual variables, 
highlighted by CDBG local expenditure analyses, may add 
to our ability to explain CDBG expenditure outcomes within 
the guides set down by the Unitary and Process frameworks.

The Local Environment and CDBG Expenditures
Peterson, using the Unitary approach, suggests that

all cities1 interests are of one piece— maintenance and
enhancement of their economic well being. Others, such as
Dommel and Associates, Caputo and Cole, Van Horn, Frieden

9and Kaplan, and HUD's CDBG Annual Reports, suggest that 
the local setting or context of Federal-local block grant 
implementation seems to make a difference in priority set­
ting among nationally funded local activities. The failure

9Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban Policy; 
Caputo and Cole, Urban Politics and Decentralization:
Carl E. Van Horn, Policy Implementation in the Federal 
System (Lexington, Mass.: Lexington Books, 1979); and
Frieden and Kaplan, The Politics of Neglect.
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of the Unitary model, and our Process analysis, to consider 
contextual variables may have masked or suppressed the 
relationship(s) between economic growth or political 
demand and local CDBG policy outcomes. We will explore 
the effects of several contextual variables on CDBG 
funded local expenditure patterns in the next chapter.

Our exploration of local contextual effects on CDBG 
expenditure outcomes will center on three points. First, 
city size, as total city population, has been suggested 
by both Peterson and Process theorists^ as an indicator of 
policy preference diversity and of group success in having 
redistributive demands or needs addressed locally. Larger 
cities, more so than smaller cities, provide an environment 
for a diversity of both interests and their attendent 
issue arenas. Thus, somewhat more political response to 
group preferences or demands for redistribution might be 
possible in larger cities than can be accommodated in 
smaller cities. Second, differences in regional biases 
for and against redistribution may be confounding the 
effect of economic growth or poor and minority policy pre­
ferences on local redistribution. Daniel Elazar suggests 
that the several regions of the country exhibit a distinct 
political culture. These differences in a region's view of 
the role of government may effect a city's response to the

10Peterson, Citv Limits, pp. 16, 31 and chap. 5; 
Dahl, Who Governs?; and Caputo and Cole, Urban Politics 
and Decentralization.
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needs and preferences of poor and minority residents.^
And lastly, historical links between local experience

with the categorical grants folded into the CDBG program
and contemporary expenditure outcomes will be explored.
Several important theoretical links between CDBG resources
and local expenditure outcomes have been ignored by our
Unitary and Process framework guided analyses, thus far.
Robert Dahl, David Truman, Dommel and Associates and, in
his recent case study research of a block grant's local
policy outcomes, Paul Peterson conclude that constituency
access to decision makers is a major determinant for

12having group preferences addressed. This access is best 
accommodated through a public agency which has bureaucratic 
program preferences and goals similar to that of the 
constituent group.

The CDBG program's categorical era provides us 
with a link through which redistributive need or demand 
can be accommodated. For seven years before the enactment 
of CDBG, the Model Cities program provided federal funds 
for locally managed social service programs. These local 
activities were designed to provide direct benefits for

'^Daniel Elazar, American Federalism: A View from the
States, 2d ed. (New York: Harper and Row, 1972) chaps. 4-5.

12Dahl, Who Governs?; David Truman, The Govern­
mental Process; Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing 
Urban Policy; and Paul Peterson and Kenneth Wong,
"Comparing Federal Education and Housing Programs: Toward
a Differentiated Theory of Federalism," paper presented at 
the Annual Meeting of the American Political Science 
Association, Denver, Co., Sept. 1-4, 1982.
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poor and minority residents in the 150 or so Model City 
Grantee localities. As a result of this program, according 
to Frieden and Kaplan and others,1  ̂ local bureaucratic 
organizations provided a structured, open and sympathetic 
access point through which redistributive policy preferences 
and demands were addressed.

There is some evidence that these Model Cities' 
local bureaucratic structures, with their attendent con­
stituencies, are still in place providing organized group

14access to the local redistributive policy arena. The 
impact of this access link on CDBG expenditures will also 
be explored in Chapter Six. If an effective constituent 
access link is provided through Model Cities categorical 
era experience, we should find that study cities with such 
experience are spending a larger share of their CDBG 
entitlement grant for social service programs, than are 
cities with no such categorical experience.

In summary, then, we have found neither an indepen­
dent nor an additive effect of the Unitary and Process 
frameworks' variables on CDBG funded redistribution. The 
analysis will now turn to an exploration of the contextual 
environment of our study cities for explanations of CDBG 
policy setting contexts— city size, region and Model Cities

13Frieden and Kaplan, Politics of Neglect; Dommel 
and Associates, Decentralizing Urban Policy.

14Dommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban
Policy.
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categorical grant experience— that may be conditioning the 
independent effects of city economic growth, minority popu­
lation or poverty population on CDBG funded local redistri­
bution. Chapter Six provides us with an analysis which 
examines these relationships.

<
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CHAPTER VI

THE CONTEXTUAL ENVIRONMENT OF COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT 

EXPENDITURE OUTCOMES

Introduction 
This chapter will attempt to more adequately 

explain urban substantive policy outcomes by exploring the 
local environment for its effect(s) on the implementation 
of CDBG funded social service programs. The failure of our 
previous analysis to consider the context within which 
local CDBG funded activity takes place may have masked or 
suppressed the explanatory ability of the Unitary and 
Process frameworks. As indicated in Chapter Five, the 
effects of local economic growth and minority/poverty 
population preferences and needs on CDBG activity priority 
setting may be masked or confounded by the diversity of a 
city's policy preferences and arenas, by regional biases 
for and against redistribution, or by an effective social 
services constituency access point or links. These 
concepts are operationalized by our use of variables 
indicating total city population, the city's location in 
one of four regions, and number of years of a city's 
participation in the model cities categorical program, 
respectively. Our analysis is presented in three similarly
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structured sections.
Each section, devoted to determining the effect(s) 

of one of our three contextual variables on CDBG funded 
social services priority setting, is composed of four 
parts. First, the independent effect of the contextual 
variable on CDBG expenditure outcomes is ascertained.
Second, the effect of the contextual variable on the 
relationships between a city's economic growth and CDBG 
activity priority setting are analyzed. Third, the effect 
of the contextual variable on the relationship between a 
city's minority population and CDBG expenditures is pre­
sented. Finally, the effect of the contextual variable on 
the relationship between a city's poverty population and 
CDBG funded local programs is ascertained.

Therefore, as a result of the analyses outlined 
above, we hope to discover whether the local context of 
CDBG social service program implementation has masked or 
confounded the ability of the Unitary and Process frameworks 
to explain urban substantive policy outcomes. We attempt, 
therefore, to cull a richer explanation of CDBG funded 
local social service programs from the variables suggested 
by the Unitary and Process approaches and utilized in the 
previous chapter. In that regard, a multiple regression 
analysis will be presented so that we might verify the 
relationships that emerged or faltered in the analyses 
outlined above.
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Expenditure Patterns of Large and 
Smaller Cities

Most of the rich urban literature of the past 
several decades is set in larger American cities. How­
ever, a high proportion of CDBG entitlement cities are 
much smaller than Banfield's Chicago, Dahl's New Haven and 
Sayre and Kaufman's New York. These Process-oriented 
analysts found that diverse group interaction, within the 
larger urban populations, resulted in bargained policy 
outcomes.'*' There are some indications, however, that 
smaller localities do not exhibit a diversity of group
preferences which permits the local decision-maker to more

2readily allocate resources for redistributive programs.
In addition to the effect that city size may have on group
interest diversity and redistributive policy outcomes as
a bargained compromise, larger cities tend to possess more
diversity among business sectors than do smaller cities.
This economic diversity, according to the Unitary framework,
not only provides for an overall economic climate which
attracts capital and a diversified work force to the city,
but permits localities to more readily address local social

3program issues, as the result of a stronger economic base.

^Dahl, Who Governs?? Banfield and Wilson, City 
Politics; Banfield, Political Influence; and Sayre and 
Kaufman, Governing New York City.

2Peterson, Citv Limits, pp. 16, 31, and chap. 5; 
Heintz Eulau and Kenneth Prewitt, Labyrinths of Democracy 
(Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill, 1973), chaps. 26-27.

^Peterson, Citv Limits, pp. 22-29.
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City size, then, as a function of the diversity of 
group interaction, resulting in bargained policy outcomes, 
and of fiscal health through economic diversity among 
business sectors, will be explored for its effect on local 
CDBG redistribution. The analysis will follow the outline 
discussed at the beginning of this chapter.

Citv Size and CDBG Expenditures
We should expect.to find, then, that among our 

study cities, larger cities are spending more of their CDBG 
entitlement amounts for Personal-Services than are smaller 
cities, as a result of the plurality of group interests 
and business sector diversity. Our data indicates that 
there is some independent effect of city size on personal 
services outcomes. However, the effect is slight. Larger 
cities are spending an average of only 3.37 percent more 
of their CDBG entitlements for redistribution than are 
smaller cities. As indicated by Table 6-1, the 53 smaller 
cities average 12.01 percent for Personal-Services, while 
the 38 larger study cities average 15.38 percent for the 
same expenditures. Larger cities, then, as a function of 
being more politically and economically diverse, are 
allocating more for CDBG social service programs than are 
smaller cities, albeit, not much more.

Citv Size and Economic Growth
We seek to identify the effect of city size on the 

relationship between city economic growth and CDBG Personal-
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TABLE 6-1
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY CITY SIZE (N=91)

Citv Population Mean Expenditures
% No.

200,000- 12.01 (53)
200,000+ 15.38 (38)

Grand Mean 13.42
eta .17

Significance .05
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Services reported in Chapter Five. Given the negligible 
independent effect of city size on CDBG redistributive out­
comes, generally, we should find that lower growth cities 
are spending substantially more for Personal-Services than 
are higher growth cities, while larger cities spend slightly 
more for the same programs than smaller cities in each 
growth category.

The conditioning effect of city size on our study 
sub-groups is somewhat more revealing, however. While 
larger cities are allocating more for redistribution than 
are smaller cities in three of the four growth categories, 
these larger city policy outcomes are not determined by 
the degree of economic growth. That is, all larger cities, 
regardless of economic growth, are allocating about the 
same percentage of their entitlement for Personal-Services, 
as indicated by a reading of Table 6-2 down the larger 
city column. The sub-groups of smaller cities, however, 
exhibit similar expenditure patterns as those discovered 
in our original analysis of economic growth and CDBG Personal- 
Services. Higher growth cities, in this case smaller high 
growth cities, are allocating substantially less of their 
CDBG entitlement for social service activities than are 
lower growth cities— a direction opposite that predicted by 
the Unitary model.

It appears that the inclusion of city size into our 
analysis of the effect of city growth on redistributive 
policy outcomes does not substantially alter the relation-



www.manaraa.com

137

TABLE 6-2
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE MEANS FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY ECONOMIC GROWTH AND CITY SIZE (N=91)

CITY POPULATION
Citv Growth

Lowest
Mid-Low
Mid-High
Highest

Grand Mean 13.42
Multiple R .32

,2

200.000- 
% No. 

19.78 (9)
11.12 (10) 
13.10 (15) 
7.95 (19)

200.000+ 
% No. 

15.98 (13) 
15.12 (14) 
15.17 (18) 
13.95 (3)

R .10

Growth Size 
Beta .29 .08
Significance .05 N/S

f
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ships we found in Chapter Five. When we control for city 
size, as an indicator of local business sector diversity, 
economic growth is still less than a satisfactory predictor 
of redistributive policy priority setting.

City Size and Minority Population Preferences
If, as stated above, larger cities provide for an 

arena more conducive to having redistributive policy pre­
ferences addressed and met, then the presence of higher 
proportions of minority residents in larger cities should 
result in a finding of substantially higher Personal- 
Services outcomes in those cities. On the other hand, 
minority influence in smaller cities should be negligible.

Our findings of minority influence on CDBG redistri­
bution in larger cities are similar to the relationships 
we found between minority and redistribution in Chapter Five. 
The difference in average city expenditures for Personal- 
Services between lowest minority larger cities and highest 
minority larger cities is less than one percent, as 
indicated in Table 6-3. While smaller cities, generally, 
are allocating less of their CDBG entitlements for redistri­
bution than are larger cities as illustrated across the 
rows in Table 6-3, only the highest minority population 
category differs substantially by city size. It seems that 
city size has a conditioning effect on the relationship 
between minority and redistributive policy outcomes.
Larger cities with the highest proportions of minority
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TABLE 6-3
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE MEANS FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY PERCENT MINORITY AND CITY SIZE (N=88)

Minority Population

Highest 
Mid-High 
Mid-Low 
Lowest 

Grand Mean 13.13
Multiple R .22

.2R .05

CITY POPULATION 
200.000- 200,000+
% No. % No.

9.21 (8) 16.27 (14)
10.47 (12) 14.36 (9)
13.66 (12) 14.66 (11)
12.02 (16) 15.60 (6)

Minority Size 
Beta .07 .21
Significance N/S .05

f
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citizens are spending substantially more for Personal- 
Services than are smaller cities with a similar percentage 
of minority citizens— 16.27 percent and 9.21 percent, 
respectively.

These findings indicate that, generally, larger 
cities spend slightly more than smaller cities for CDBG 
redistribution, indicating that minority policy preferences 
are addressed in larger cities a little more than they are 
in smaller cities. And, we have found that between the 
groups of highest minority cities, larger cities, as 
diverse policy preference arenas, respond to minority pre­
ferences for redistribution in a more significant way than 
do smaller cities. Therefore, we might state that, 
generally, the presence of higher proportions of minorities 
makes almost no difference in the average allocation of 
Personal-Services, regardless of city size. However, there 
is a significant difference in average redistribution 
between smaller and larger cities with the highest pro­
portion of minority residents. Larger cities, therefore, 
may be more responsive to minority group preferences, but 
that response will be more substantial in cities where 
there are very high proportions of minority residents.

Citv Size and Poverty Population Preferences
Poverty population preferences for redistribution 

are expected to be met and addressed among larger cities, 
as a priority setting response to the proportional size of
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that group, more so than is anticipated among smaller 
cities. Higher proportions of poverty populations among 
larger cities, therefore, are expected to result in higher 
average percentages of CDBG entitlements allocated for 
Personal-Services.

Our expectations that larger cities are more 
responsive to poverty population needs or preferences is 
substantiated by the study city data. Larger cities are 
spending more for social services activities than are 
smaller cities in each of the four poverty population cate­
gories. Reading across the rows in Table 6-4, we find 
that larger cities are allocating about 4 and 6 percent 
more than smaller cities for personal services within the 
lowest and highest poverty categories, respectively. How­
ever, the direction of redistribution is inversely related 
to the proportional size of a city's poverty population, 
regardless of city size. While this latter finding does 
not meet our expectations, stated at the beginning of this 
section, the relationships between poverty group preferences 
and CDBG funded Personal-Services reported in Chapter Five 
are similar when we control for city size.

In summary, it appears that each of the relation­
ships we found between economic growth, minority population 
and poverty population and CDBG redistributive expenditures 
have not been substantially altered when we control for 
city size— dichotomized at 200,000 total population. City 
size has not affected the direction of redistributive
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TABLE 6-4
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE MEANS FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY PERCENT FAMILIES BELOW 12 5% OF POVERTY 
LEVEL AND CITY SIZE (N=91)

Poverty Population
CITY POPULATION

% No. % No.
Highest 9.45 (13) 13.73 (9)
Mid-High 13.28 (9) 15.09 (14)
Mid-Low 12.06 (15) 14.95 (9)
Lowest 13.34 (16) 19.16 (6)

Grand Mean 
Multiple R 

J2

13.42
.23
.05

Poverty Size 
Beta .15 .18
Significance N/S .05
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policy outcomes as a function of economic growth. While 
larger cities allocate similar percentages for Personal- 
Services in all four categories of growth, smaller city 
allocations for the same programs are in the same direction 
as originally found. That is, highest growth smaller cities 
are spending about half as much as lowest growth cities on 
redistribution— opposite that predicted by the Unitary 
model.

In addition, the presence of large numbers of 
minority or poverty residents does not, generally, effect 
the percentage of entitlements allocated for Personal- 
Services— regardless of city size. Only highest minority 
cities differ substantially in their allocation of Personal- 
Services programs by city size. The larger highest minority 
cities allocate substantially more for redistribution than 
do smaller highest minority cities. The predictions and 
expectations engendered by the Process approach have not 
been verified even when we control for the effects of 
city size.

Regional Expenditure Patterns
Our next inquiry goes to identifying the effects 

of region on the ability of the Unitary and Process frame­
works to explain CDBG local expenditure outcomes. As indi­
cated above and in the previous chapter, regional bias for 
or against local redistribution may effect a city's sub­
stantive policy outcomes. These biases, related to social
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program expenditures, are viewed here as a function of the 
different ways political leaders and citizens of the coun­
try's several regions perceive the role of local government.
Elazar suggests that the perceived role of local government

4varies among the regions of the nation. He found that the 
states of the Southeast, generally, view the local govern­
mental role as functionally narrow. That is, localities 
are responsible for so-called "housekeeping" functions, 
such as law enforcement, garbage collection and water and 
sewer construction/maintenance. Social service activities 
in this region are seen, traditionally, as a state respon­
sibility and function. These Southeast cities, therefore, 
would tend to view redistributive program activities, 
regardless of need, political demand or economic conditions, 
as a function outside their sphere of traditional respon­
sibilities.

The Northeast region cities, as a result of a more 
"moralistic" and community-centered regional political 
culture, view the role of local government as one that 
should be responsive to social need in addition to pro­
viding traditional local housekeeping services. In this 
light, then, Northeast cities would tend to be more re­
sponsive to the needs or preferences of poor and minority 
residents for redistributive programs, in spite of economic

4Elazar, American Federalism. This discussion is 
taken from chaps. 4 and 5.
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constraints, than cities in the Southeast region. This re­
sponse, as a function of regional political culture, should 
result in Northeast cities allocating a much higher pro­
portion of their resources for social service programs than 
we can expect from Southeastern cities.

The Southwest and Northwest regions each share a 
mixture of these two dominant political cultures. That 
is, according to Elazar*s findings, the westward migration 
of Americans from the Northeast and Southeast regions 
resulted in their respective political cultures being 
transplanted among the newly settled areas. These regions, 
then, would tend to exhibit a mix of traditionalist and 
moralist responses to local social need or preference.
We can expect, therefore, that cities of the Southwest and 
Northwest regions will not allocate their resources for 
local social services in a discernable pattern.

The failure to account for these regional dif­
ferences , within our analyses of CDBG expenditures in 
Chapter Five, may have affected the explanatory ability of 
the two approaches used to guide those inquiries. Region, 
as a function of bias for or against the local implemen­
tation of redistributive policy, will be explored for its 
effect on local CDBG expenditures. The analysis will 
follow the outline discussed at the beginning of this 
chapter.
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Region and CDBG Expenditures
We should find, then, that among the study cities 

in all regions, cities within the Southeast are allocating 
substantially less of their CDBG entitlement amounts for 
Personal-Services than are Northeast region cities; similar 
expenditures of cities in the Southwest and Northwest 
regions will fall somewhere in between. Our data indicates 
that there is a fairly strong and significant independent 
effect of region on study city Personal-Services outcomes.
As expected, cities within the Southwest, Northeast and 
Northwest regions exhibit a striking difference in CDBG 
expenditure outcomes when compared to Southeastern cities. 
Southeastern cities are spending less than fifty percent 
as much as all other cities on Personal-Services acti­
vities— 7.77 percent for the Southeast and 15.80 percent 
for all other cities as a proportion of their CDBG entitle­
ment amount— reported in Table 6-5. While Northeast cities 
allocate a larger portion of their CDBG resources for 
social services than do Southwest and Northwest region 
cities, the difference among the three is only about one 
percent.

As expected, there is a substantial difference in 
Personal-Services expenditures between cities of the South­
east and all other cities. This marked regional difference 
in the allocation of CDBG entitlements for Personal- 
Services may have marked or confounded the independent 
explanatory effects of economic growth and minority/poverty
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TABLE 6-5
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURES FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY REGION (N=91)

Region Mean Expenditures
% No.

Southeast 7.77 (27)
Southwest 15.60 (22)
Northeast 16.19 (32)
Northwest 14.99 (10)

Grand Mean 13.42
eta .36

Significance .01
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population variables on CDBG expenditure patterns.

Region and Economic Growth
In this part of our contextual analysis, we seek 

to ascertain the effect of region on the relationships, 
reported in Chapter Five, between city economic growth and 
CDBG funded social service programs. Due to the fairly 
strong independent effect of region on CDBG expenditures 
we should find that Northeast, Southwest and Northwest 
cities, are spending substantially more for Personal- 
Services in each growth category than are Southeast cities. 
Given our concept of regional political culture, we should 
also find that local fiscal conservatism will be most 
recognizable in Southeast region cities— Northeast, South­
west and Northwest cities should be less constrained by 
resource availability in their allocation of resources for 
social service programs.

Our data reveals that the effect of region on the 
relationship between economic growth and Personal-Services, 
generally, is minimal. Lowest growth cities in all regions, 
except the Southwest, are allocating substantially more 
for social programs than are highest growth cities, as 
indicated by reading down the columns in Table 6-6. How­
ever, region seems to be conditioning the effect of economic 
growth on Personal-Services expenditures by Northeastern 
cities. Lowest growth cities in that region are allocating 
three times more for Personal-Services than are highest
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growth cities of the same region— 19.40 percent to 6.23 per­
cent, respectively. The differences between lowest growth 
and highest growth cities in two other regions, while 
substantial, are less pronounced— 10.53 percent to 5.86 
percent in the Southeast, 13.86 percent to 7.31 percent in 
the Northwest. Thus, it seems, Northeastern cities are 
less constrained by economic growth considerations in the 
allocation of social service programs than are cities in 
the other three regions.

However, our expectation that all cities, but 
especially Northeastern cities, allocate a substantially 
higher percent of their entitlements for social services 
than do Southeastern cities in all growth categories, has 
not been fully supported by the findings. Reading across 
the rows in Table 6-6, the substantial differences we 
anticipated are found only between regional cities in the 
lower economic growth categories.

Controlling for region, as a function of bias for 
or against local redistribution, in an analysis of the 
effect of city economic growth on CDBG funded social service 
programs, does not substantially alter the relationships 
we found in Chapter Five. Low growth cities spend more 
for Personal-Services than do high growth cities in all 
regions of the country. When we control for region, 
economic growth is a poor indicator of local redistributive 
expenditures.
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Region and Minority Population Preferences
In this analysis, we hope to identify the effect 

of region on the relationships, reported in the previous 
chapter, between minority population preferences or needs 
and CDBG fun'ed social service programs. We expect to find 
that, as a result of the different regional political 
cultures discussed above, cities of the four regions will 
exhibit an areal difference in reaction to the redistri­
butive need or preference of their minority populations. 
More precisely, we expect to find that Northeast cities 
with higher proportions of minority residents allocate sub­
stantially more of their CDBG entitlement amounts for 
Personal-Services than do cities of the same region with 
lower proportions of minorities. In addition, we should 
find that, while Southeast cities generally spend much 
less than all other cities for social service programs, 
local CDBG expenditures for cities of the Southeast region 
will not vary dependent on the proportional size of their 
minority populations.

Our study findings indicate that region, as an 
indicator of area culture and political responsiveness 
through local government, may have a conditioning effect 
on the relationship between the proportion of a city's 
minority population and its expenditures for redistri­
bution— at least CDBG Personal-Services. While this 
relationship is ambiguous and non-directional for the other 
three regions, cities in the Northeast sub-group appear to
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be more responsive to minority preferences for social ser­
vice programs. As the proportional size of that group 
increases from lowest to highest minority population for 
cities in the Northeast region, the average Personal- 
Service expenditure rises from 7.67 percent to 19.00 per­
cent, as reported in Table 6-7. The direction and strength 
of the minority and Personal-Services relationship among 
cities in each of the other regions are much less clear—  

similar to what we found in our analysis in Chapter Five.
As expected, cities of the Southeast, exhibiting 

a political culture biased against locally provided social 
programs, allocated much less for Personal-Services than 
all other cities in each category of minority population.
The row data in Table 6-7 indicates that Southeast cities 
were outspent by more than double in the highest minority 
category by the three other regions' cities. In addition, 
Northeast cities in the mid-high minority category allocated 
three times the average spent by Southeast cities in the 
same category— 22.64 percent to 6.63 percent.

It appears that, except for an important finding 
among Northeast region cities and between Northeast and 
Southeast region cities, controlling for region did little 
to alter the previous findings. Minority preference 
influence, as determined by their proportion of a city's 
population, is not a reliable predictor of locally imple­
mented redistributive programs for cities in regions other 
than the Northeast.
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Region and Poverty Population Preferences
The effect of region on poverty population pre­

ferences for redistribution and local expenditure outcomes 
is explored in this part of our contextual analysis. Our 
concept of regional biases for or against redistribution is 
derived from the different functional roles perceived for 
local government within the several areas of the country.
We should, therefore, expect results similar to what we 
found when minority population and local social service 
expenditures were examined within the context of region 
in the preceeding analysis.

As expected, our findings of the effects of regional 
political culture and responsiveness through local govern­
ment on poverty population preferences for CDBG Personal- 
Services, are very similar to what we found when we 
controlled for region in our analysis of minority popu­
lation influence on CDBG expenditure outcomes. The North­
east region cities seem to be responding to poverty popu­
lation preferences more so than the other three regions. 
Lower poverty Northeast cities are allocating about 13 
percent for Personal-Services, while higher poverty cities 
of that region spend about 21 percent of their CDBG entitle­
ments for the same activities, as indicated in Table 6-8.
In fact, redistributive policy outcomes, among cities of the 
Southeast, Southwest and Northwest, as a function of poverty 
population preferences, do not seem to be responding to 
larger proportions of poverty residents. When one reads
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down the columns in Table 6-8, higher poverty population 
cities of these three regions are not spending more for 
Personal-Services than are the cities of the same region 
with lower proportions of their residents living in 
poverty.

As anticipated, cities of the Southeast, imbued 
with a political culture biased against locally adminis­
tered social programs, are allocating a much lower per­
centage of their CDBG entitlements for redistributive 
activities than are cities in the other three regions. The 
Row data in Table 6-8 reveals that Southeast cities, regard­
less of the proportional size of their poverty population, 
are outspent by as much as four times by cities in the 
other regions for Personal-Services.

Our findings here are similar to what we found 
in the preceding analysis. Regional political culture 
seems to have little effect on the relationships between 
a city's poverty population and CDBG expenditure patterns 
in areas outside the Northeast. Cities of the Southwest, 
Northeast and Northwest are allocating substantially 
higher percentages of their CDBG entitlements for Personal- 
Services than are Southeast cities— as expected.

In summary, it appears that the relationships we 
found in Chapter Five between economic growth and local 
CDBG expenditures have not been effected very much by 
our controlling for region. Low growth cities are 
allocating more of their CDBG entitlements for redistribu-
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tive activities than are high growth cities, regardless of 
regional location. Also, except for cities in the North­
east, regional bias for or against locally administered 
redistributive programs has not altered the ambiguous 
results obtained from our analysis of the effects of 
minority and poverty population preferences on local CDBG 
expenditures in Chapter Five. Region has had a conditioning 
effect on minority and poverty preference driven CDBG 
expenditures among Northeast cities— higher minority/ 
poverty cities are allocating substantially more of their 
CDBG entitlements than are lower minority/poverty cities in 
that area of the country. Since the study data indicates 
that the Northeast also accounts for most of the slower 
growth cities, this finding suggests an important and sub­
stantial exception to the explanatory strength of the 
Unitary model's economic determinacy hypothesis. Finally, 
the striking differences in CDBG expenditures for redistri­
bution between our Southeast cities and all other cities, 
throughout this section, indicates that regional bias for 
or against local redistribution must be considered in a 
comparative analysis of urban policy outcomes.

It appears from the results obtained in this 
chapter, thus far, that slow growth cities are spending 
more than fast growth cities for redistribution and that 
the presence of "need" or political demand does make some 
difference in local priority setting for or against redis­
tribution. One explanation, exhibited by these data, might
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be that the policy making systems of the relatively larger
Northeast cities are more open processes, resulting in
diverse interaction of group interests. The culmination of
bargaining among groups and coalitions, as an equity-
oriented policy value choice, has been illustrated in most
of the rich urban policy case studies published in the last 

5twenty years. Since most of these case study analyses 
utilized the older and larger cities of our Northeast region, 
it is not surprising that the findings are similar in 
these comparative analyses. The relatively smaller, growth 
cities of the Southeast are not prioritizing much of their 
CDBG entitlement for redistribution. Whereas, cities in 
the Northeast seem to react positively to need or political 
demand, regardless of the fiscal capacity to do so, 
redistribution among cities in the Southeast is low and 
is not affected by need or political demand.

The substantive outcomes of the urban redistri­
butive decision making arena, therefore, may differentiate 
somewhat, dependent on poverty and minority population, 
region, city size and relative economic growth in ways 
that seem to run counter to the Unitary framework's 
expectiations. In addition, the strength of the Process 
approach in offering explanations of local CDBG redistri­
bution, for cities outside the Northeast, would be 
disappointing to a group theory/pluralist analyst. How-

5Dahl, Who Governs?; Banfield and Wilson, City 
Politics; and Banfield, Political Influence are examples.
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ever, one major actor in the urban policy process, not 
accounted for either by the economic determinacy model, the 
Process approach or by this exploratoyr inquiry, thus far, 
is the administrative structure or bureaucracy necessary 
to implement the CDBG programs at the local level.

There is substantial evidence that urban bureau­
cracies play important roles in public policy agenda 
setting, the delivery of services and the ability of 
so-called bureaucratic "clients" or constituencies to 
gain benefits from the political system.^ These public 
service bureaucracies are viewed by some to be "autonomous 
islands" of discretionary power where self-serving decision 
rules of these urban process actors monopolize public 
service decisions.^

Categorical Grant Experience and Local Social 
Service Program Constituency Access

A major portion of "Hold Harmless" entitlements under 
the CDBG program's first, second and third year total allo­
cations were a result of Model Cities categorical grant

^Sayre and Kaufman, Governing New York City?
Martha Derthick, "Intercity Differences in Administration 
of the Public Assistance Program," in J. Q. Wilson, ed.,
City Politics and Public Policy (New York: John Wiley & Co.,
1968), pp. 243-266; John P. Cercine, Governmental Problem 
Solving (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1969); and Robert Caro,
The Power Broker (New York: Knopf, 1975), are several
examples.

7Levy, et al., Urban Outcomes: Lineberry, Eoualitv
and Urban Policy; Joseph Viteritti, Bureaucracy and Social 
Justice (Port Washington, N.Y.: Kennikat Press, 1979).
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experience. The last full year of the Model Cities alloca­
tions were equal to over 30% of the first year CDBG total

gentitlement amount of $1.3 billion. This-data suggests 
the existence of an important constituency access link 
in the form of an administrative structure, supportive of 
redistributive policy choices among the CDBG activities. 
Therefore, the analysis of local CDBG redistribution will 
now focus on the current decisional processes of cities 
which embody the past practices and values of categorical 
programs— specifically, those activities which were funded 
under the Model Cities program of the Demonstration Cities 
Act of 1966— folded into the newer block grant.

The effect of Model Cities experience on the 
explanations offered by the Unitary and Process approaches 
in Chapter Five will be explored in this section. The 
analysis will follow the same outline as used in the two 
previous sections and explained at the beginning of this 
chapter.

Model Cities Experience and CDBG Expenditures
We should find, as a result of an in-place self- 

serving public agency and an effective constituency access 
link, that cities which participated in the categorical 
Model Cities program are allocating substantially more of

gSee ACIR, "CDBG: The Workings of a National-
Local Block Grant," for an explanation of "Hold Harmless" 
and ACIR,"Second Annual CDBG Report," for proportional 
amounts appropriated.
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their CDBG entitlements for Personal-Services than are 
cities which did not participate in that social services 
dominated Federal-local program. The study data does, in 
fact, support this expectation. There is a fairly strong 
and significant relationship between Model Cities experience 
and CDBG expenditures for social services activities.

Model Cities experience, during the 8 year cate­
gorical era of the program, accounts for much of the 
variance in current CDBG funded Personal-Services expendi­
ture among cities. The 41 study cities with no Model 
Cities experience allocated an average 9.83 percent of 
their CDBG entitlements for Personal-Services while cities 
with experience spent almost twice as much or about 17 
percent for the same activities, as reported in Table 6-9. 
This significant finding suggests that the existence of 
an in-place mature bureaucracy, controlling and preserving 
their service delivery function, does make a difference 
when cities allocate their CDBG entitlements for social 
services.

The strength of this relationship, between Model 
Cities experience and redistributive outcomes, is heightened 
further by the fact that CDBG is, in rules and implemen­
tation priorities at the national level, biased toward 
development. According to one researcher, HUD officials 
in Washington and at regional offices, have continually 
attempted to diminish the redistributive values of CDBG 
local activities; the 1981 amendments to the Act have
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TABLE 6-9
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY MODEL CITIES EXPERIENCE OF 
LOCALITY (N=89)

Years Experience

None
1-5
5+

Grand Mean 
eta

Significance

Mean Expenditures
% No.

9.83 (41)
16.33 (29)
17.82 (19)
13.65

.37

.001



www.manaraa.com

placed a "cap" of 10% of entitlement on Personal-Services 
9activities. These findings would also seem to indicate 

that our previous analyses, which applied economic growth, 
political demand or need and several other variables to 
an explanation of local CDBG funded redistribution, may 
be affected, substantially, by the 41 cities (almost 50% 
of the total N of cases) which did not have experience in 
the redistributive-oriented categorical grant. The fol­
lowing parts of this section will seek such explanations.

Model Cities Experience and Economic Growth
This part of our analysis will explore the effect 

of Model Cities experience on the relationships between 
city economic growth and CDBG funded social service pro­
grams reported in Chapter Five. Since we found a fairly 
strong independent relationship between constituency 
access points and redistributive arena outcomes among our 
cities, the differences in Personal-Services expenditures 
between high growth and low growth cities with Model Cities 
experience should be narrowed somewhat. The effectiveness 
of an in-place and sympathetic bureaucracy, as an access 
point for a social service program constituency, should 
result in Model Cities localities allocating similar per­
centages of their entitlements for Personal-Services, 
regardless of economic growth. However, our data indicate

gDommel and Associates, Decentralizing Urban 
Policy, chap. 2.
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that the strength and direction of the relationship between 
fiscal capacity and redistribution do not seem to differ 
substantially from our previous findings, when Model Cities 
experience is taken into consideration.

While, as expected, cities with no categorical 
experience, generally, spend substantially less of their 
entitlements for Personal-Services than cities with 
experience, among cities with experience, those with lowest 
growth are allocating about 20 percent for Personal- 
Services against about 12 percent for higher growth cities, 
as indicated in Table 6-10. The relationship between 
economic growth and Personal-Services expenditures, for 
cities which lack Model Cities experience, has been con­
ditioned by the inclusion of categorical experience into 
the analysis. That is, those cities without a constituency 
access point do not exhibit the same relationships identi­
fied between either city growth and cities with experience 
or city growth independently, reported in Chapter Five.

From another perspective, these significant findings 
also point to a more stable and predictable relationship 
between experience and growth. While the interaction of 
these two variables in predicting redistribution, among 
those cities with Model Cities experience, is in the same 
direction, the explanation of redistribution among cities 
with no experience is unclear in its relation to growth.
It might be stated, therefore, that cities which lack the 
"in place" administrative and constituency biases for
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TABLE 6-10
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE MEANS FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY ECONOMIC GROWTH AND MODEL CITIES 
EXPERIENCE (N=89)

Citv Growth

Lowest
Mid-Low
Mid-High
Highest
Grand Mean 
Multiple R 

„2

None 1-5 5+

10.24
9.20

13.64

No.
(4)
(9)

(10)
7.70 (18)

13.65
.42
.17

% No. 
19.47 (8) 
14.27 (8) 
16.98 (9) 
12.71 (4)

% No. 
20.36 (9) 
17.87 (7) 
10.07 (3)

Growth 
Beta .22
Significance N/S

Experience
.28
.05

t
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redistribution, will not allocate their CDBG resources as a 
function of fiscal capacity or economic growth. An expen­
diture pattern, among the 41 cities with no categorical 
Model Cities experience, is not discernable insofar as 
relationships between fiscal capacity and redistribution 
are concerned, as indicated in Table 6-10. The ability of 
the Unitary model, even though unincumbered by a set of 
process constraints on economic-driven decision making, 
continues to fail in its explanatory strenght and predicta­
bility of CDBG funded redistribution as a function of 
local fiscal capacity.

Model Cities Experience and 
Minority Population Preferences

This part of our contextual analysis attempts to 
gauge the effect of Model Cities experience on the relation­
ships, previously reported, between a city's minority popu­
lation preferences and its CDBG social service expenditures. 
Model Cities was intended, in large part, to provide social 
services to minority and poor inner city residents.

We should find, therefore, that cities with CDBG 
funded redistribution, as a function of previous cate­
gorical experience, are allocating substantially more of 
their entitlements for social services than are cities 
with either no categorical experience or lower proportions 
of minority citizens.

However, reading down the columns in Table 6-11, 
our expectations have not been met. Overall, minority pre-
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TABLE 6-11
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE MEANS FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY PERCENT MINORITY POPULATION AND MODEL 
CITIES EXPERIENCE (N=86)

YEARS EXPERIENCE
Minority

Population None 1--5 5+
% No. % No. % No.

Highest 8.72 (7) 15.51 (5) 16.29 (10)
Mid-High 6.21 (9) 13.32 (7) 21.15 (5)
Mid-Low 14.03 (11) 13.10 (10) 20.50 (2)
Lowest 9.93 (13) 21.80 (5) 14.48 (2)
Grand Mean 13.37 Minority Experience
Multiple R .38 Beta .15 .38

R2 .14 Experience N/S .003

<
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ference continues to perform poorly as an indicator of local 
CDBG expenditures; especially when the perceived effect 
of Model Cities experience is not forthcoming. Higher 
minority cities with categorical experience are allocating 
less of their entitlements for Personal-Services than are 
lower minority cities with similar experience. The overall 
effect of Model Cities experience on minority-driven CDBG 
funded social service activities is as muddled and unclear 
as our previous analysis of the independent effects of 
minority preferences on CDBG expenditures. This finding 
is surprising and there does not seem to be a ready 
explanation. Most surprising of all is the row data in 
Table 6-11 which indicates that lowest minority category 
cities with no experience, 1-5 years experience and 5+ 
years experience are spending an average of 9.93 percent, 
21.80 percent and 14.48 percent, respectively, of their 
CDBG entitlements for redistributive activities.

An analysis of the effects of Model Cities experience 
on the relationships between poverty population preferences 
and CDBG funded social service expenditures offer almost 
the identical results we found in our minority preference 
analysis. Table 6-12 is provided for comparison but, given 
the nature of the Model Cities program and the similar 
findings when minority and poverty variables were used 
independently throughout Chapter Five and Six, a further 
discussion would seem repititious.
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TABLE 6-12
LOCAL CDBG EXPENDITURE MEANS FOR PERSONAL-SERVICES 

BY PERCENT FAMILIES BELOW 125% OF 
POVERTY LEVEL AND MODEL CITIES 

EXPERIENCE (N=89)

YEARS EXPERIENCE
Poverty

Population None 1-5 5+
% No. % No. % No.

Highest 9.68 (9) 7.33 (4) 14.43 (9)
Mid-High 4.80 (8) 21.14 (8) 17.61 (7)
Mid-Low 9.22 (10) 15.49 (10) 31.37 (2)
Lowest 13.24 (14) 17.17 (7) 22.67 (1)
Grand Mean 13.65 Poverty Experience
Multiple R .43 Beta .24 .42

p2 1 Q Significance N/S .001

t
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Explaining Redistributive Expenditure Patterns
One might infer from these findings that, in spite 

of HUD pressures, many cities are continuing to respond to 
political demand and social need while setting priorities 
among redistribution and development— primarily as a 
function of values inherent in administrative control 
through experience and constituency building.10 Taken 
together, the findings presented in this chapter also 
suggest that cities which prioritize a higher proportion 
of their CDBG expenditures toward redistributive values are 
the slow growth older cities of the Northeast.

A four variable regression analysis of CDBG redis­
tributive expenditure patterns verifies and reinforces the 
findings from the Multiple Classification Analysis (MCA) 
statistical procedures.11 While the Southeast region 
cities allocate substantially less of their CDBG entitle­
ments for redistribution, the presence of poor and minorities 
in cities, generally, have little effect on expenditures 
for this same type of activity— See Table 6-13. However, 
even when economic growth, minority population and region 
are taken into account, the strength of Model Cities

10John Boyle and David Jacobs, "The Intracity 
Distribution of Services: A Multivariate Analysis,"
in American Political Science Review 76 (June 1982), 
pp. 371-379. These authors present strong evidence that, 
when given a choice, city policy makers will provide 
services based on "need."

11See Chapter Four, herein, for my rationale for 
using MCA and ANOVA Breakdowns.
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TABLE 6-13
REGION, PERCENT MINORITY, ECONOMIC GROWTH AND 

MODEL CITIES EXPERIENCE AS DETERMINANTS 
OF REDISTRIBUTIVE PRIORITY SETTING 

(N=86)

Beta r/eta
Region .29 .35

Northeast (29) .09 .16
Northwest (10) — —

Southeast (25) -.28 -.35
Southwest (22) .06 .14

Minority .02 .05
Economic Growth -.15 -.21
Prior Experience .24 .33

Multiple R = .45 
Multiple R^ = .20

1. The beta and eta statistics shown are from an 
Multiple Classification Analysis.

Note: Table statistics are the result of a
four-variable regression analysis —  except for the 
overall effect Region. Dummy variables are used for 
the sub-regional categories.
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experience, as a determinant of redistributive priority 
setting among CDBG expenditures, is consistant with our 
earlier findings.

There remains, however, a major question only 
partially answered by the CDBG research and analysis pre­
sented here. Why are slow growth older cities of the 
Northeast spending twice as much as other cities on redistri­
bution. Past experience is only part of the answer. As 
is consistantly indicated in Tables 6-9 through 6-13, 20% 
of the variance in CDBG redistributive expenditures is 
explained by "experience." Perhaps my study data is not 
rich enough to allow for a clear and acceptable determination 
of the issue. In one important sense, however, several 
broader issues have been raised by this research. These 
issues, and conclusions drawn from the results presented 
in the foregoing analysis, are subjects for discussion 
in the next chapter.
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CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION

This last chapter will review the thesis in retro­
spect and provide both a summary of empirical findings and 
a discussion of the significance of the study findings. 
Finally, a discussion of the implications of our findings 
for Process and Unitary approach guided urban analyses 
will center on the contributions and shortcomings of the 
two models.

A Retrospective Review
As stated in Chapter One, this study has attempted 

to accomplish two major purposes. The first is to test the 
ability of the Process and Unitary models to explain urban 
policy setting. The second is to provide a sense of the 
utility and contribution of these two frameworks in a com­
parative analysis of substantive urban policy outcomes. 
However, the distinctive characteristics of the Process and 
Unitary approaches or frameworks forces the urban researcher 
to choose between very different research strategies and 
raises issues for this study's test of the two models.

It was made clear earlier that there are several 
important core differences in the two approaches. The 
Process approach views urban policy outcomes as the result
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of bargained compromises characterized by personal inter­
actions among participants in several functional arenas 
internal to the city's political system. In contrast, the 
Unitary approach, while not denying the existence of group 
preferences and "bargaining" for resources within the 
limited choices available to most cities, ignores these 
internal variables in its efforts to guide explanatory 
analyses of the same dependent variable— substantive policy 
outcomes. The Unitary approach seeks explanations of policy 
outcomes by identifying constraints imposed on local policy 
discretion by impersonal factors both external to the city 
and beyond its control. This approach emphasizes the 
effects of the city's relative economic and competitive 
market needs on policy setting. Therefore, policies are 
categorized according to their relative impact on the 
city's fiscal health, rather than by function and arena 
participants.

Since the two approaches view the urban milieu 
through a different conceptual "lens" and a distinct set of 
model characteristics, I suggested that the urban policy 
researcher must adopt and use research strategies and 
explanatory variables unique to each. My typology identi­
fied four basic model characteristics. The Process and 
Unitary approaches engender different scopes of research, 
frames of reference, policy arena identifications and cen­
tral foci, resulting in policy outcome explanations as 
distinct as the models' characteristics. The typology
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illustrated the key conceptual differences of the two 
approaches for each research strategy required by the 
model's characteristics. Concepts central to each model, 
therefore, were highlighted and used to guide my selection 
of both explanatory and dependent variables for this study.

Two sets of hypotheses served to guide the test 
of the Process and Unitary approaches' ability to explain 
local decisional outcomes across the country's larger 
cities. The Unitary model suggests that, since local redis­
tribution is perceived as being non-productive and detracts 
from local fiscal health, cities will, generally, avoid 
redistributive policy choices. A second hypothesis suggests 
that cities in economic stagnation or decline will avoid 
redistribution more so than will cities enjoying economic 
growth. The Process approach suggests that, since redistri­
bution is seen as addressing the preferences of poor and 
minority groups, local expenditures will be more toward 
redistribution in those cities where large proportions of 
either the poor or minorities reside. A second hypothesis 
informed by the Process approach suggests that the larger 
the proportional size of a city's poor or minority group, 
the more likely it is that the group's preferences will be 
reflected in local policy setting toward redistribution. 
These hypotheses, then, guide the empirical test of the 
two models presented in Chapter Five and the exploratory 
analysis in Chapter Six. The next section will present a 
summary of the findings in these two chapters. How well do
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each of the approaches explain CDBG funded local expenditure 
outcomes?

Summary of Findings
The Two Model Test

The empirical test of the two models in Chapter Five 
resulted in several interesting findings. The general 
assertion of the Unitary approach that cities will avoid 
local redistribution in favor of developmental policies 
was verified. Only 13.42 percent of CDBG entitlement funds 
were spent by the study cities on redistribution, as pre­
dicted by the Unitary model. However, the second hypothesis 
of the same approach, which suggests that cities in economic 
growth will allocate so-called surplus resources for redis­
tribution, while declining cities will avoid any redistri­
bution, is not supported by the study data. In fact,
"worst case" cities, which were ranked in the lowest growth 
group of cities, among all study cities, allocated an 
average of 17.53 percent for redistributive activities, or 
twice that allocated among the "best case" or highest 
growth cities. These significant findings indicate that 
economic growth and CDBG funded redistribution are inversely 
related. That is, the study data indicates that higher 
city growth results in lower proportions of redistribution.

The first Process approach hypothesis suggests that 
cities with high proportions of either minority or poor 
residents will allocate a higher percentage of resources
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for redistributive activities than will cities with low 
proportions of minority or poor residents. The second hypo­
thesis asserts that the larger the proportion of minority 
or poor citizens living in a city, the more likely it is 
that policy decisions will favor their preferences of 
redistribution. The findings here indicate that our poverty 
variable functions as a weak determinant of CDBG redistri­
bution. In fact, study cities with the highest percent 
poverty populations are spending slightly less for redistri­
bution than are cities with the lowest percent of poor 
residents. Therefore, neither of these hypotheses have been 
verified by the CDBG data. Percent minority also functions 
as a weak determinant of local redistribution. The 
differences in redistribution between highest minority 
cities and lowest minority cities is slight— less than one 
percent. It appears that, across the study cities, the 
presence of relatively large numbers of minority or poor 
city residents makes almost no difference in the outcomes 
of the CDBG expenditure priority setting process.

At this point in the analysis, it was suggested 
that perhaps the economic growth of a city and the pro­
portional size of its minority or poverty population(s) are 
related to each other in a way that is confounding or 
masking their separate effects on redistributive outcomes. 
However, there were no such relationships discovered. As 
reported above, low growth cities spend substantially more 
than high growth cities for CDBG redistribution, with the
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presence of large poverty and minority populations making 
little difference, generally, in these policy outcomes among 
the study cities.

Exploratory Analysis
In Chapter Six, we explored the contextual environ­

ment of the study cities for explanations of CDBG funded 
redistributive expenditure patterns. Three such policy 
setting environments— city size, region and Model Cities 
categorical grant experience— were identified. The analysis 
sought to ascertain the conditioning effects, if any, of 
these three variables on the relationships between city 
economic growth, minority and poverty populations and CDBG 
funded redistribution presented earlier.

City Size
City size, as a function of both the diversity of 

group interaction, resulting in the bargained policy out­
comes of the Process model, and of fiscal health through 
economic diversity among business sectors for the Unitary 
model, was explored for its effect on local CDBG redistri­
bution. It is suggested by each model that larger cities 
will spend more than smaller cities for redistributive 
activities. Our findings indicate that there is some 
slight independent effect of city size on redistribution; 
larger cities are spending about 3 percent more than 
smaller cities. In addition, the presence of higher pro­
portions of minorities or poor residents does not, generally,
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effect the percentage of entitlements allocated for redis­
tribution—  regardless of city size. However, among cities 
with the highest proportions of minority and poverty 
residents, findings reveal that the larger of these cities 
are allocating substantially more of their resources for 
redistribution than are the smaller cities.

Region
Regional bias for or against local redistribution 

was explored for its effect on a city's substantive policy 
outcomes. The findings indicate a fairly strong and signi­
ficant independent effect of region on the study cities' 
redistributive outcomes. Southeast cities are allocating 
less than half as much as all other cities for CDBG funded 
redistribution— with Northeast cities spending the most. 
This verifies the hypothesis, suggested by Elazar, that 
there is a Northeast and Southeast political cultural bias 
for and against local redistribution, respectively. In 
addition, we found that lowest growth Northeast cities are 
allocating three times more for redistribution than are 
highest growth cities of the same region; a substantial 
difference from that found between the lowest growth cities 
and highest growth cities of the other regions.

A most interesting finding was revealed when we 
controlled for the effect of region on the relationship 
between the proportion of a city's minority population and 
its policy setting toward redistribution. Cities of the
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Northeast appear to be more responsive to minority pre­
ferences for social service programs or redistribution.
The findings related to changes in the relationships between 
poverty population and redistributive spending, as a func­
tion of region, are similar to those in the analysis of 
minority population, redistribution and region reviewed 
above.

Model Cities Experience
The influence of a mature social services-oriented 

bureaucracy on local CDBG redistribution was probed. The 
experience of study cities in the categorical era Model 
Cities program is used to operationalize the concept of 
bureaucratic influence in the analysis. My expectation 
was that we should find that cities with Model Cities 
experience are allocating substantially more of their 
CDBG entitlements for redistribution than are cities with 
no such experience. The findings, which were significant, 
confirm that expectation. Study cities with some Model 
Cities experience spent almost twice as much of their CDBG 
resources for redistribution than did cities that did not 
participate in that program, while cities with the longest 
experience spent the most. However, a second expectation 
of the effect of Model Cities experience on the relation­
ships between minority/poverty populations and redistri­
bution was not verified. I expected to find that study 
cities which had been involved in Model Cities would
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allocate more of their CDBG resources for redistribution 
as the proportional size of the dependent population 
increased. Instead, we found an ambiguous and disappointing 
relationship for cities with and without such experience.

However, a more revealing finding is the effect of 
Model Cities experience on the relationships between 
economic growth and redistribution. Cities with experience 
and low growth are spending almost twice as much for redis­
tribution than are experienced cities with high growth—  

similar to findings of the bi-variate analysis. However, 
outcomes among cities without Model Cities experience are 
not related to growth in any clear way. This finding seems 
to indicate that the Unitary model lacks the ability to 
explain CDBG local expenditures even when unincumbered by 
a set of Process constraints in the form of a social 
services-oriented bureaucracy.

In summary, then, it appears that the local con­
textual analysis guided by the Unitary approach resulted in 
the discovery that regardless of size, region or Model 
Cities experience, lowest growth cities, generally, spend 
more for redistribution than do highest growth cities.
Cities which allocate the highest proportion of their 
CDBG entitlements for redistribution are the slow growth 
larger cities found, primarily, in the Northeast region.
The local eontextual analysis informed by the Process 
approach reveals that the larger cities of the same region 
seem to react to need or policy preferences for redistri­
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bution. This finding seems to offer the only support for 
the Process approach hypotheses. While it seems that many 
cities are responding to policy preferences and social need 
primarily as functions of administrative control and con­
stituency building, the influence of a Model Cities- 
oriented bureaucracy is not clear among cities with large 
proportions of minority or poor residents. The findings 
of the exploratory analysis of study city redistribution 
seem to run counter to both Process and Unitary model 
expectations.

A four variable regression analysis of CDBG 
redistributive expenditures verified and reinforced the 
findings presented above. Southeast cities allocate sub­
stantially less of their CDBG entitlements for redistri­
bution than do cities in the other three regions. The 
presence of larger numbers of poor and minority residents 
in cities, generally, have little effect on these same 
expenditures. The strength of Model Cities experience, as 
a determinant of redistributive priority setting among CDBG 
expenditures, in the regression analysis, is consistant with 
the earlier findings; twenty percent of the variance in 
CDBG funded redistribution is explained by "experience" 
even when we control for the effects of economic growth, 
minority population and region.

While these findings are not as striking as a social 
scientist would like, broader issues related to urban theory 
have been raised by this study. These issues are discussed
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in the remainder of this chapter.

Implications of the Study's Findings 
for Urban Theory

While the Process and Unitary models have each con­
tributed to the development of urban policy theory, neither 
of the two, applied here to comparative analyses of local 
CDBG expenditures, can adequately explain these expenditures 
as urban policy outcomes. Perhaps the study data is not 
rich enough to allow for a determination of the issue.
In one sense, however, this empirical analysis has raised 
important issues involving limits of the explanatory ability 
of the Unitary model in a comparative study. In the next 
section, I will suggest some reasons for the failure of 
this urban policy framework to explain CDBG outcomes. I 
will also recommend some elaborations to the model's 
assumptions and conceptualizations so that we might begin 
to explain the anomolies discovered in the CDBG expenditure 
patterns among America's larger cities. It is not the 
intent of this thesis to construct a new model or recon­
struct the Process and Unitary models for urban policy 
research. Rather, it is the intent here to offer suggestive 
conclusions, as a result of this study's test and explora­
tory analysis of the ability of the two models to explain 
urban policy outcomes, so that we might appreciate their 
contributions and failings.

The Unitary Approach Revisited
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Paul Peterson and David and Kantor have made a 
major contribution to urban theory in their identification 
and differentiation of separate policy arenas dependent on 
the policy's impact on the economic well being of the nation, 
state or locality."*' They have concluded that redistri­
bution is best left to the national government, since these 
less than productive policies will be avoided by local 
decision makers. On the other hand, development is the 
"desired" policy value at the local level since these 
policies add to the ability of local decision makers to 
maintain and enhance their fiscal capacity in relation to 
other cities and localities. The fact that an average of 
only about 13 percent of CDBG entitlement amounts were 
spent for redistribution, across the study cities, is a 
major finding of the thesis which reinforces these Unitary 
approach advocates' assertions that local decision makers 
will avoid these non-productive activities whenever possible 
due to systemic factors which serve to constrain local 
policy discretion. This Unitary framework contention also 
suggests explanations for similar comparative urban policy 
outcome studies. For example, Caputo and Cole, in their 
empirical research of the local expenditure outcomes of 
General Revenue Sharing (GRS), could not offer satisfactory 
explanations for the avoidance, generally, of GRS funded

^Peterson, City Limits: and D a v i d  and Kantor,
"Urban Policy in the Federal System."
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2redistribution by their study's localities. Their explana­
tions, guided by the Process approach, were informed by the 
relative size and perceived preferences and influence of 
groups and actors in the local policy making milieu. As a 
result, the fact that GRS funds went mostly for development 
and maintenance of the local infrastructure and "house­
keeping" activities, i.e., police and fire services, was 
interpreted as being a function of political actors' ability 
to maintain the status quo, rather than the Unitary model 
view that local redistribution is avoided by decision makers, 
regardless of the funding source.

However, my test of the Unitary model adds a corol­
lary to its central proposition that localities will 
generally avoid redistribution. This thesis gets into the 
complexities of individual city economic growth and the 
contextual environment of local policy making. By taking 
these additional steps issues are raised which must be 
addressed if we are to continue our probing of the influence 
of systemic factors on the Unitary interests of urban poli­
tical systems.

My analysis of CDBG outcomes has revealed that the 
interests of cities, following the assumptions of the Unitary 
approach, may not be of one piece. The different circum­
stances a city finds itself in may force policy priority 
setting in a direction that is against its "best interest"

2Caputo and Cole, Urban Politics and Decentrali-
zation.
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of maintaining and enhancing economic vitality in relation 
to other cities. In fact, the study's data reveals that, 
while cities, generally, are spending a small portion of 
CDBG resources for social services, a fairly large number 
of CDBG entitlement cities are allocating resources for 
redistribution in a way that contradicts the Unitary

3approach's suggestion, made explicit by Paul Peterson, 
that cities in economic decline will avoid local redistri­
bution more so than will cities which are enjoying economic 
growth. The contention is that only growth cities will 
possess the so-called surplus resources for local redistri­
bution. Throughout this study, it was discovered that 
lowest growth cities are spending more for CDBG funded 
local redistribution than are highest growth cities. At 
the first level of inquiry, across all study cities, 
lowest growth cities are spending twice as much for CDBG 
social services than are highest growth cities. In other 
words, according to Unitary model assumptions, cities which 
can least afford to are spending more for redistributive 
programs than are cities which enjoy a fiscal health that 
can absorb a non-productive policy.

However, when the contextual environment of cities 
was probed for differences and similarities among them that 
might explain this finding, it was discovered that region, 
as a function of political cultural bias for and against

^Peterson, Citv Limits, pp. 48-50, 64, 131-132,
167, 211-212.
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local redistribution, and Model Cities experience, as a 
function of local bureaucratic control of the constituency 
access to social services policy setting decisional pro­
cesses, accounted for much of the CDBG redistributive 
expenditure variance between lowest growth and highest 
growth cities. As a result of this contextual analysis, 
it was found that the lowest growth older cities of the 
Northeast with Model Cities experience are allocating the 
highest proportion of their CDBG entitlement amounts for 
redistributive services. This suggests two major amend­
ments to Peterson's assumptions and the Unitary model's 
secondary hypothesis that city economic growth is positively 
related to local redistribution. In one sense, the 
necessity for these amendments may be a result of the 
simplicity of the model.

The Unitary framework's failure to account for 
local bureaucratic interests and the interests of a city 
to maintain social services benefits in the fact of the 
local private sector's inability to provide economic bene­
fits to its residents, may be reasons why, in our test of 
the model in Chapter Five, we have not gleaned satisfactory 
explanations for urban redistributive policy outcomes from 
the CDBG expenditure data. The literature dealing with 
urban bureaucratic influence on social services allocation 
and that which addresses the necessity of urban systems to 
invest in these non-productive activities may offer sug­
gestions for amending the Unitary framework.
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First, the urban policy literature contains several 
studies which indicate the, sometimes, pervasive influence 
of local bureaucracies, through the exercise of agency- 
specific decision rules and the mobilization of agency

4clientele and/or service groups in support of these rules.
The importance of historical linkages between previous 
program expenditures and newly articulated policy goals 
dominate this literature. The congruent interests of 
bureaucrats and their constituency, which matures to 
coalescence over a period of time in one program era, gen­
erally results in these coalitions gaining benefits in the 
newer or changed programmatic arena. That appears to be 
the case for CDBG funded local redistribution. The study 
cities which had participated in the social services-oriented 
Model Cities program of the late 1960's and early 1970's 
allocated nearly twice as much of their CDBG resources for 
redistributive activities than did those cities with no 
Model Cities experience. In fact, this historical link to 
the past practices of an entrenched bureaucracy accounts 
for about 20 percent of the variance among cities in setting 
policy for redistributive activities.

4Levy, et al., Urban Outcomes; Kenneth Mladenka, 
"Organizational Rules, Service Equity, and Distributional 
Decisions in Urban Politics: A Comparative Analysis,"
paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American 
Political Science Association, Chicago, II., September,
1976; Viteritti, Bureaucracy and Social Justice; Frances F. 
Piven and Richard A. Cloward, Regulating the Poor (New York: 
Pantheon Books, 1971) are several studies which give 
examples of both sets of bureaucratic influence.
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Second, we might infer from the data that a social 
services-oriented bureaucracy assists policy makers of low 
growth cities in the-allocation of substantially higher 
levels of expenditures for redistribution. In relation 
to city growth and Model Cities experience, there are 
very important differences in the redistributive expendi­
ture pattern among cities with Model Cities experience—  

recall Table 6-10. As is the case throughout this study, 
lowest growth cities spend more for redistribution than 
highest growth cities. The same pattern prevails for those 
localities which had Model Cities experience. It seems that 
the local Model Cities bureaucracy could not control or 
influence these CDBG redistributive expenditures except in 
those cities with the lowest levels of growth. Are we to 
assume, then, that cities with the lowest growth possess 
bureaucracies that are much more influential in gaining 
redistributive policy support than are those public agencies 
charged with implementing social services in highest growth 
cities? I think not. Recall that our contextual analysis 
revealed the same pattern of lowest growth cities spending 
more for redistribution regardless of region and city size. 
The consistancy of this finding forces one to look beyond 
bureaucratic links, political cultural bias and the political 
and economic diversity of cities for an explanation. Could 
it be that the low growth of the private sectors, as 
measured by the CEI, encourages greater CDBG funded redistri­
bution, especially in those cities with the administrative
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mechanism— a Model Cities linked agency— to carry out the
5so-called compensatory activities of government.

When the city is viewed as being forced to compen­
sate for a lack of private sector growth by providing non­
productive services, the study data must be re-evaluated in 
offering explanations for CDBG funded local expenditure 
patterns. Several scholars using both the Marxist and a 
more conventional non-Marxist approach to analysis of urban 
redistributive policy making and urban fiscal problems 
suggest a major task or problem of the city is the delivery 
of non-productive social services.^ For the Marxists, these 
services are necessary for the amelioration of possible 
violence so that capital accumulation can proceed with 
little or no interruption. For the non-Marxist analyst, 
the key to urban fiscal problems lies with the concentration 
and growth of these non-productive governmental activities 
at the expense of productive activities— as is the concern 
of the Unitary framework.

However, when one views non-productive local redis­
tribution as a compensatory measure, an explanation of 
the redistributive expenditure patterns of this study's

5Perhaps the findings here are different from 
those of Peterson, Citv Limits, where he uses levels of per 
capita income to measure fiscal capacity, because this 
study is measuring different aspects of the city's economy.

^Francis F. Piven, Richard Friedland and Robert 
Alford, "Political Conflict, Urban Structure and the Fiscal 
Crisis," in D. E. Ashford, ed., Comparing Public Policies 
(Beverly Hills, Ca.: Sage, 1978), pp. 197-226; William
Baumol, "Macroeconomics of Unbalanced Growth; The Anatomy
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cities is suggested. Since low growth in the private sec­
tors of a city's economy diminishes economic benefits to 
all citizens, but especially to those residents at the 
lower end of the socio-economic scale, government must res­
pond. Usually, the national government is seen as the 
provider of these non-productive benefits. In some instances, 
however, as is the case with CDBG, local activism and 
identifiable resources coupled with the need for compen­
sation results in a redistributive response by local 
government. While this response can be viewed as counter­
productive to a city's economic enhancement needs, the city 
must respond to a slack in the private economy with public 
resources. So, while the Unitary framework's contention 
that local economic growth drives local policy may be 
correct, it is the direction of that growth and its relation­
ship to the local private economy that should be accounted 
for in reconsidering the Unitary approach's construct.

Nonetheless, the conclusion drawn here is that 
both the Unitary advocates and the neo-Marxists are correct. 
Peterson, a Unitary model advocate, bases his concepts of 
local policy constraints on assumptions suggested by 
Tiebout's formulation of a benefits-received taxing and 
expenditure mix which meets the demands or needs of the

of Urban Crisis," in American Economic Review 57: 414-426;
Piven and Cloward, Regulating the Poor. Much of this dis­
cussion is the result of suggestions by Paul Kantor that I 
probe several urban theoretical perspectives for 
explanations that first eluded me.
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more desirable local tax paying resident— or potential resi­
dent. If one does not like the benefit-tax ratio one need 
only "vote with his feet" and move to a more satisfactory 
locality. So, in order to keep and attract productive 
citizens, a city must be careful to avoid redistribution 
which lowers this benefit-tax ratio for the average tax­
payer. If not, he might move. Because Peterson also draws 
on assumptions relevant to a "market theory" of localities, 
each city is in competition with other cities for the 
same tax paying residents and businesses. However, the 
Tiebout and so-called market theory of cities assertions 
may not be appropriate for cities under all conditions, 
especially those which must compensate with redistribution 
for a low growth local business economy. Therefore, when 
the measure of fiscal health is based on the private economy, 
as is the case here with this study's measure, the Composite 
Economic Index (CEI), it is suggested that different con­
textual economic factors are at work. In other words, low 
growth in the Unitary model's public economy may very well 
result in protectionist and anti-redistribution policy, so 
that a favorable benefit-tax ratio can be maintained. How­
ever, low growth in the private sector may and, according 
to this study's data, does trigger compensatory expenditures 
toward more redistribution. In any case, low growth cities, 
however "growth" is measured, are caught between the com­
peting needs of either social control and development for 
"accumulation to proceed" or redistributive, non-productive
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policy preference and the more economically efficient 
developmental policy setting choice. It appears, then, 
from the perspective of compensatory policy initiatives, 
that redistributive expenditures may be viewed as develop­
mental in cities with private sector low growth. This 
view results in both a policy "bind" for the city and a 
severe difficulty for the Unitary model's policy arena 
typology. The Unitary model's concept of redistribution 
may, under certain conditions, be perceived as social infra­
structure maintenance and enhancement— a developmental 
policy. Perhaps this discussion, while not meant to be 
theory building, might provide some insight into amendments 
to the Unitary framework, its assumptions and, most of all, 
an appreciation of the consequences for theoretical 
explanations engendered by the conceptualization of local 
economic growth. Hopefully, the problem will be solved 
by additional research.

The Process Approach Revisited
Redistributive policy demand, following the 

rationale of the Process approach, may be viewed as the 
interaction of poor and minority groups and coalitions 
within the city's political process. This actual or 
"potential" demand results in policy outcomes which 
address the preferences of these groups and coalitions. 
Therefore, the Process approach would predict that first, 
CDBG local priority setting will be more toward redistri-
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butive activities where large numbers of the poor and needy 
reside. Second, the larger the proportion of poor and 
needy residents in a city, therefore, the better their 
chances are for realizing preferences for redistribution.
Our test of the Process approach in Chapter Five resulted 
in findings indicating that the presence of relatively 
large numbers of poor and/or minority city residents makes 
little difference in the process which results in CDBG 
expenditure priority setting. Community Development Block 
Grant funded social services, aimed at providing benefits 
to low income and minority residents, are being provided 
by all study cities at about the same level, regardless of 
how large the proportion of residents is that might be 
served by such programs. We might conclude, therefore, 
that these groups which should represent, at the very least, 
a "potential group" preference and demand are not taken 
into consdieration when the CDBG local "pie" is sliced 
between redistribution and development. However, the inter­
action of groups, their leaders and bureaucrats within the 
political arenas of the city are lost to this analysis— they 
can only be assumed by theoretical construct. Given the 
measures used in this study, there was no attempt to 
ascertain the strength of these interactions and their 
influence on redistributive policy choice.

In addition, a city's economic growth made little 
difference in this weak relationship between the presence 
of large minority and poverty populations and redistribution.
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Perhaps there are certain city conditions under which the 
Process approach might predict CDBG outcomes.

The contextual environment analysis in Chapter Six 
revealed that larger cities, as a function of being more 
politically diverse, are allocating a little more for 
redistribution, across all study cities. However, larger 
cities which have the highest proportions of minority 
residents are spending substantially more for redistri­
bution than are smaller cities with a similar percentage 
of minority citizens. In general, this study indicates 
that larger cities provide a diverse policy-setting arena 
and larger cities with the highest percent minority are the 
most responsive to redistributive preferences. In addition, 
while cities of the Southeast are spending about the same 
for redistribution, regardless of the proportional size of 
their minority populations, Northeastern cities with higher 
percents of minorities are allocating substantially more 
for redistribution than are cities with lower proportions 
of minority populations. In fact, it is only in cities of 
the Northeast where a pattern of responding to increasing 
redistributive preferences can be ascertained. These cities 
are allocating larger proportions of CDBG entitlements for 
social service programs dependent on the relative proportion 
of minority group residents. It appears that it is only 
the larger, highest minority cities of the Northeast which 
are allocating a substantially larger proportion of their 
CDBG entitlements for redistributive activities in response
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to group policy preferences and/or demands. However, the 
Process model predictions are not verified in any other 
region or among any other city grouping. Therefore, insofar 
as the presence of large or increasing proportions of 
minority and poverty group preference are concerned, the 
strength of the Process approach in explaining policy out­
comes— in this case, local CDBG redistribution— for cities 
outside the Northeast region is disappointing.

In addition, the presence of a Model Cities era 
bureaucracy, sympathetic to minority and poverty preferences, 
made little difference in the allocation of CDBG entitle­
ments for redistribution between cities with low and high 
percentages of minority and poverty residents. Since the 
Model Cities program is perceived as having addressed 
the preferences of these groups, cities with Model Cities 
experience were expected to allocate substantially more 
of their entitlements for redistribution. This expectation 
was heightened when we found a fairly strong independent 
and positive relationship, across all study cities, between 
Model Cities experience and CDBG funded local redistribution.

In summary, we have discovered an important exception 
to the lack of a Process approach explanation in this 
comparative analysis of CDBG redistributive outcomes. Under 
certain conditions, policy outcomes offer explanations sug­
gested by the Process model. It seems that larger cities 
of the Northeast and those cities with Model Cities 
experience offer the best conditions under which this model
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can explain redistributive policy outcomes. Since most of 
the rich Process-oriented urban policy case studies of the 
past two decades were undertaken in the older larger cities 
of the Northeast region, it seems that those locales, with 
their particular political culture and sets of diverse 
political group interests, also provide the most appropriate 
jurisdictions in which redistribution might be said to be 
a function of group preference and/or demand.

However, it is important to note that despite the 
different policy actor and preference conditions found in 
my study cities, the similarities of outcomes among them 
suggest that systemic factors are at work creating the 
conditions under which the Process variables might function 
or fail to function. This finding supports the notion 
that the Process approach is reduced to analyses which 
seek to explain the outcomes of functions and processes 
within the constraints imposed on the city's policy dis­
cretion by the federal political-economy. The influence of 
the Model Cities bureaucracy, as another actor in the urban 
policy arena, has not been fully exposed in this analysis. 
Again, that may be a function of our measure— Model Cities 
experience. However, even with that crude measure, we 
have been able to identify an important actor in the urban 
policy process.

Research Agenda
This study raises several issues and questions which



www.manaraa.com

suggest further research. First, the local public and pri­
vate business sector economies must be probed for their 
separate and combined impact on policy choices. It appears 
that this study and one conducted by a Unitary model advo-

7cate measured very different contexts of the local economy.
If differences in local growth foster varying degrees of 
redistribution at the expense of local development, that 
research would be most important to identifying the effects 
of both the public economy, in the form of taxable personal 
income resources, and the private sector economy, in the 
form of increases in employment and revenues, on policy 
choices.

Second, systemic factors which may be effecting 
the policy choice behavior of political actors within cities 
must be more clearly defined and articulated— and empirically 
tested against total city expenditures. The conditions 
under which the Process approach can either explain or 
fail to explain urban policy outcomes must be made more 
explicit in urban research. By being more specific, i.e., 
these pre-conditions for the functioning of the Process 
model, we might be able to differentiate between local 
redistribution as a function of either group preferences or 
the compensatory developmental need of social infrastructure 
maintenance. Otherwise, the long standing notion of social 
service activities as the policy choices which most dir­

7Peterson, Citv Limits, chaps. 1-3.
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ectly benefit the poor and needy might continue to stand 
unchallenged— except for abstract and scholarly ideological 
debates.
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY LETTER AND QUESTIONNAIRE
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F O R D H A M  U N I V E R S I T Y  K
D epartm ent of Political Science

October 9, 1981

John J. Benoit, Director
City of Springfield
Office of Community Development
City Hall - Court Street
Springfield, Massachusetts 01103

Dear Mr. Benoit:

I am conducting research related to federally assisted community development in 
America's larger cities. Your help is requested so that we might better understand 
the influences that impact the local patterns of Community Development Block 
Grant (CDBG) expenditure. Would you please provide us with some information on 
Springfield CDBG program by completing the enclosed questionnaire.

A local official like yourself charged with planning and implementing intergovern­
mental programs, can provide a unique perspective on the workings of federal 
attempts to assit cities. For this reason, we have selected a relatively small group 
of CDBG executives as sources of knowledge in our research efforts; each 
respondent's participation is important to the analysis of CDBG expenditure 
patterns.

We gratefully acknowledge the time you must take from your busy schedule to 
participate with us in this project. However, we feel this precious resource, your 
time, will be well spent and we will send you a copy of our research results in 
appreciation for sharing your knowledge and expertise with us. To obtain a copy of 
the pre-published results, please mark the appropriate response on the last page of 
our survey document and return the questionnaire to us in the enclosed postage 
paid envelope.

We would also appreciate any comments you might wish to make on the CDBG 
program, its local impact or changes you would like to see in its administration. 
Thank you.

Sincerely,

JAMES DALY
/ Data Resource Center
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F O  R D H A M U N I V E R S I T Y  B ro n x ,N .r . 104S8

D epartm en t of P olitical Science

PLease Note: All information provided by you should be based on your experience
with the Portland, Oregon Community Development Block Grant 
(CDBG) program for the last year or several years. Your responses will 
be kept confidential.

Your responses to the questions and statem ents herein should be based on the "best 
information" available to you. If the actual "numbers" are easily obtained by you, we would 
appreciate your providing them.

1. What is your Portland's average annual CDBG entitlem ent over the previous three 
years?
$ _______________

2. Please indicate the number of years, before 1974, that your city has participated in 
the following federal categorical grant programs.

_________Urban Renewal_______ Model C ities _________ Water and Sewer Projects

3. How long have you held an executive position with the CDBG program?
_Years in my city  Years in another city/county

_Years at federal level

4. Do you agree that more discretion should be given to localities in implementing CDBG 
programs?
 Yes  No

5. The CDBG program has certain specified national goals, listed below, toward which 
funding must be targeted. Indicate what you think your city's first, second and third 
priorities are by writing the number one, two and three in the spaces provided.

Elimination of Slums & Blight

Elimination of Conditions 
Detrimental to Health, Safety  
and Public Welfare

Conservation & Expansion of 
the Nation's Housing Stock

Improve the Quantity & Quality 
of Community Services

More Rational Use of Land

Reduce the Isolation of Income Groups 
and Neighborhood Revitalization

Historic Preservation

Stimulation of Private Investment 
to Alleviate Physical & Economic 
Distress
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F O R D H A M  U N I V E R S I T Y  Br0nx,N.y.

D epartm en t of P o litica l Science
6. CDBG allows local discretion in choosing those activities which would best accomplish 

your community's goads. Please indicate the approximate percentage of Portland's 
entitlement which is allocated for each of the activities listed below:

ACTIVITY: PERCENT OF CDBG ENTITLEMENT

Continuation of Urban Renewal Projects

QUESTION
SIX

___%

QUESTION 
SEVEN 

( )

Acquisition of Land and Property for Demolition, 
Clearance and Redevelopment ___% ( )

Site Clearance, Demolition and Relocation ___% ( )

Sewer and Water Projects ___% ( )

Street and Highway Improvements (includes curbs/fumishings) __ % ( )

Flood Protection and Sea Walls ___% ( )

Job Training Programs ___% ( )

Housing Counseling, Legal Aid and Education Programs ___% ( )

Rehabilitation Loans and Grants for Non-owner Occupied 
Dwelling Units and Businesses __% ( )

Rehabilitation of City Owned or Acquired Property ___% ( )

Construction of Neighborhood Facilities used for Health Care, 
Job Training, Youth Services and Senior Citizen Programs ___% ( )

Acquisition and Development of Parkland and Beautification  
Projects ___% ( )

Historic Preservation ___% ( )

Health Services, Youth and Senior Citizen Services Programs ___% ( )

Rehabilitation Loans and Grants for Owner Occupied Dwelling 
Units ___% ( )

Rehabilitation Loan Guarantees to Lending Institutions ___% ( )

Construction of Public Facilities (Fire Stations, P ek ing, 
etc.) ___% ( )

Removal of Architectural Barriers ___% ( )

7. Indicate the local activities which would be funded under CDBG if you were given total
autonomy/discretion in allocating your city's entitlem ent. In the space provided 
above ( ) ,  enter the proportion you would allow each activity.
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F O R D H A M  U N I V E R S I T Y  b̂ .n.y. #««
D epartm en t o f P olitica l Science

Indicate your agreement or disagreement with the following statements as they pertain
to Portland. If you agree strongly with the statem ent, write the number "1" in the space to
the le ft of the statement; if you agree, but not strongly, write the number "2" and so on.
The responses, then, and the appropriate numbers sure:

AGREE AGREE NO DISAGREE DISAGREE
STRONGLY OPINION STRONGLY

1 2 3 4 5

  Elected officials of your city are influential in the selection of CDBG funded local
activities.

  Planning Agency officials in your city  are influential in the selection of CDBG funded
local activities.

  Local Implementing Agency officials in your city (Sewer Dept., Highway Dept., etc.)
are influential in the selection of CDBG funded local activities.

  Business groups in your city  are influential in the selection of CDBG funded local
activities.

  Groups which represent your city's low income population are influential in the
selection of CDBG funded local activities.

  Groups, representing city-w ide interests, such as "Citizens for Better Government" and
"Citizens for Tax Reform", are influential in the selection of CDBG funded local 
activities.

  Groups representing your city's minority population are influential in the selection of
CDBG funded local activities.

  Federal involvement in the setting of your city's local priorities, through CDBG
expenditures, has been minimal.

  Federal involvement in the setting of your city's local priorities, through CDBG
expenditures, has increased since the Act's 1978 amendments.

  The purpose of my city's CDBG program is to maintain and enhance the community's
capital stock and/or infrastructure.

  The purpose of my city's CDBG program is to respond to citizen demands for human
services; i.e ., Job Training, Youth and Senior'Citizen programs.

  The purpose of my city's CDBG program is to stimulate private sector investment in the
community.

  The local Planning Agency has autonomy in the selection of individual programs funded
under CDBG local activities.

  Local Implementing Agencies have autonomy in the selection of individual programs
funded under CDBG local activities.
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F O R D H A M  U N I V E R S I T Y  b̂ n.y. ,<h»

D epartm en t of P olitica l Science

9. Listed below are several means or Demand Channels which may be used to influence 
the selection of Portland CDBG funded local activities. Also listed are several 
persons/groups which may be influential in that process.

Using the number to the left of each Demand Channel, please indicate which of these 
is most successfully employed by each of the per sons/groups by writing the appropriate 
Demand Channel's number in the space provided.

DEMAND CHANNELS

(1) Direct Contact (8) Chief Elected Official (Mayor)
(2) News Media (9) Chief Administrative Officer (City Manager)
(3) U. S. Senator(s) (10) HUD Officials in Washington
(4) U. S. Representative(s) (11) HUD Officials in the Regional Office
(5) City Legislator(s) (12) Public Hearings
(6) State Legislator(s) (13) Other (please specify)
(7) Local Political Party

INFLUENTIAL PERSONS/GROUPS

Elected Officials -- Business Groups

. Implementing Agency Officials — — Groups Representing City-wide Interests

Groups Representing Low Income Groups Representing the Minority
Citizens Population

  Planning Agency Officials

COMMENTS:

Yes — send me a copy of your research results 

Cowles Mallory
O ffice of Planning and Development 
1220 S. W. 5th Avenue #406 
Portland, Oregon 97204

Please make any comments or suggestions you might have in the space provided or on 
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Dissertation directed by Stephen M. David, Ph.D.

This thesis attempts to accomplish two major pur­
poses. The first is to test the ability of the group 
theory/pluralist grounded Process approach and the Unitary 
model to explain urban policy outcomes. A similar test has 
not been attempted elsewhere. The second is to provide a
sense of the utility and contributions of these two frame­
works in a comparative analys is of substantive urban policy 
outcomes. The study uses the decisional outcomes of Com­
munity Development Block Grant (CDBG) entitlement programs 
of 93 larger American cities as the policy to be explained. 
In order to carry out the empirical analysis, the study 
resolves issues centering on both the comparability of local 
units of government and the core differences in the theore­
tical constructs of the two approaches.

The study focuses on specifying, through a series 
of local contextual analyses, the conditions under which 
the Unitary and Process frameworks may or may not be capable 
of offering explanations of local decisional outcomes. The 
local decision-making environment is probed for the effects
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of local economic growth, minority group influence and the 
presence of large numbers of poor residents on cities' 
social service program expenditures.

The study's findings reveal that neither model, 
applied to comparative analyses of local CDBG expenditures, 
can adequately explain these urban policy outcomes. The 
major suggestions made by the author include differentiating 
between the public and private economy of cities when 
measuring the effects of local fiscal health on city policy 
discretion. In addition, based on this study's findings, 
Political Scientists may have to rethink the concept that 
redistributive or social service policy outcomes most 
directly benefit the poor and needy. This thesis has 
revealed that, under certain conditions, redistributive 
policies may be necessary to compensate for a slack in 
private sector resources. In that light, then redistri­
bution is necessary as a compensatory developmental need of 
social infrastructure maintenance, an important ingredient 
for the maintenance of economic, political and social 
stability in our cities.
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