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Introduction

There has been a proliferation of community power structure studies

since Floyd Hunter's pioneering effort in Regional City in the early 1950
,

s.
1

Most students of community power are familiar with the positional, reputa-

tional and issue analysis methodologies and the inherent virtues and defects

in each. .For example, Walton has demonstrated that the disciplinary orien-

tation of researchers is linked to their methodology and, consequently, to

their results in a causal sequence.
2

Walton argues persuasively that he

has demonstrated a systematic bias; this leads to the conclusion that the

principal explanation for differences in the findings of power structure

studies has been these sources of bias. True, political scientists, who

usually use the issue analysis methodology, usually find a pluralistic

power structure while son.iologists, who usually use the reputational

methodology, usually find an elitist or monolithic power structure.
3

How-

ever, this explanation in and of itself is too simplistic. An alternative

hypothesis, and one which has only recently been investigated empirically,

is that differentiated communities have differentiated power structures.

The purpose of this paper thus is twofold: (1) to present some empirical

findings from two Texas communities, and (2) to make some tentative effort

at explaining power structure characteristics as a function of community

characteristics.
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Research Sites

Two communities in Texas within a population range of 8,500 to 11,500

were selected primarily because they differed consistently on the following

characteristics: (a) ethnic and occupation composition, (b) occupational

mobility,
4

(c) metropolitan influence, and (d) population increase. Oiltown

was located in West Texas in one of the largest oil-producing counties of

the United States. It had a population of 11,135 which represented a 238.0

percent increase over the 1950 population. It was during the 1950-60 time

period that the region reached its height in oil production. Less than one

percent of the community's population was employed in agriculture; the

occupational mobility index indicated that the proportion of the labor

force in manufacturing occupations was increasing rapidly. Oiltown had a

very low proportion of nonwhites (2.4 percent) as well as a very low propor-

tion of families with a Spanish surname (3.9 percent). The proportion of

families with incomes under $3,000 was low and the proportion with incomes

over $10,000 was high; this resulted i a median family income of $6,432.

The median number of school years completed was 11.7. In addition to the

above characteristics, Oiltown was within 45 miles of two metropolitan areas.

Farmersville was located in Southwest Texas in a fertile agricultural

region. Its population of 9,101 had increased only 26.4 percent since 1950.

Farmersville had a low proportion of nonwhites; however, 74.4 percent of its

population had a Spanish surname. It had a higher proportion of persons

employed in agriculture than Oiltown, and the population had experienced

very little change to manufacturing since 1950. In contrast to Oiltown,
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over 66 percent of Farmersville's families had an annual income of less

than $3,000, and a very small percent had an income over $10,000; this

resulted in a median family income of only $2,190. In addition, the median

education level of the population was 3.9 years. Finally, Farmersville was

over one hundred miles from the nearest metropolitan area, and, consequently,

was assumed to be under little metropolitan influence.

Selection of Respondents

Beginning with the Manager of the Chamber of Commerce of both commu-

nities and continuing with the chain-referral technique, each respondent

was asked to name those individuals whom he considered to be leaders on

many types of issues and the individuals who were leaders in special areas

of community life. After 31 interviews in Oiltown and 30 in Farmersville

yielded lists of leaders with far more duplications than new names, the

interviews were terminated. It was then assumed that to be a general leader

an individual would have to receive more than the mean number of nominations.

Utilizing the mean number of nominations for those who received two or more

nominations as a cut-off point, 20 general leaders receiving 68 percent of

the nominations were identified in Oiltown and 13 receiving 60 percent of the

nominations in Farmersville.

Power Structure Characteristics

One of the major criticisms of the reputational approach is that the

earlier researchers assumed that the leaders identified acted as a group

when in fact they have been merely an aggregate of individuals.
5

Sociograms
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and the soeiometrie statistic ratio of interest indicated that the power

structures of Oiltown and Farmersville possessed group-like characteristics.

Farmersville's power. structure was slightly more cohes4vo, TAP-rens, niltown's

power structure had a small cohesive grouping of leaders within the larger

grouping of top leaders. Beth communities had leaders with a wide scope

of influence. This was determined by the significant correlation between

the general leaders and the limited interest leaders; however, the leaders

of Oiltown were nominated in slightly more areas of community life than the

leaders of Farmersville.

The concept differential perception refers to the fact that different

segments of the population perceive different individuals as being leaders.

Bon jean developed a typology of community leaders based on visibility .6

The typology is based on the assumption that general leaders are the most

qualified to perceive others of their kind. Bonjean analyzed the choices

of higher ranking leaders and those of lower ranking leaders; he concluded

that their choices were substantially different. Thus, the following

typology was developed:

a. Visible Leader -- -the leader who is assigned approximately the

same amoelt of power by both leaders and non-leaders.

b. Concealed Leader - --the leader who is assigned more power by

the leaders than the non-leaders.

c. Symbolic Leader - - -the leader who is assigned more power by the

non-leaders than the leaders.

The visible leader is highly recognized by both leaders and non-leaders as

being influential in the community. On the other hand, the concealed leader
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is known better to the leaders than the community at large. The symbolic

leader is attributed more power by the general public than the leaders.

This study analyzed the perception of leaders by the leaders and by the

non-leaders. A comparison of the ranking of the leaders by the leaders and

the non-leaders yielded a Spearman's rank correlation which indicated that

the power structures of both communities were recognized by both the leaders

and the non-leaders. Eighty percent of the leaders in Oiltown and eighty-

five percent of the leaders in Farmersville were classified as visible

leaders because they were attributed approximately the same amount of power

by both the leaders and the non-leaders. In addition, it was concluded that

concealed and symbolic leaders existed in these small communities; that is,

the leaders attributed more power to some individuals (concealed leaders)

than the non-leaders did, and the non-leaders attributed more power to a

few other individuals (symbolic leaders) than the leaders did.
7

However,

in general, the power structures of both communities were highly visible.

Recently, researchers have hypothesized that differentiated communities have

differentiated power structures; thus, if the communities studied are

different from those studied in provious research along a number of variables,

one would expect a difference in power structures.

Community Characteristics

Duncan and Schnore were among the first to suggest that there exists

an association between types of communities and types of power structures.
8

Shortly thereafter, Jonassen and Peres conducted a study of eighty-eight

Ohio communities in which they examined eighty-two variables.
9

More
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recently, Bonjean, Browning, and Carter have investigated the variation of

seventy-nine selected indicators among the 3,101 adjacent United States

counties.'° Fioffl their research, they concluded that factor analyses indi-

cated communities vary along specific dimensians.
11

Socioeconomic Status,

Family Life Cycle, Governmental Revenues and Expenditures, Residential

Mobility, and Urbanism were among the key differentiating dimensions suggested

for use by Bonjean, et al.

In the current research, data indicative of each of the above dimen-

sions were collected for four communities: Oiltown, Farmersville,

Burlington, North Carolina, and Indiana City. Burlington was the community

being studied when Bonjean developed his leadership typology,
12

Indiana City

was the community studied by Miller and Dirksen when they replicated

Bonjean's study.
13

The raw data of the dimensions for each of the four

communities are found in Table 1. The communities were then ranked on

each factor composing each dimension; these rankings for each community

were totaled and the final rankings were determined (see Table 2). A

summary of the communities' final rankings along all five dimensions is

presented iu Table 3. In terms of these dimensions, Oiltown County

possessed such characteristics as a high Socioeconomic Status (which in-

cluded a very high median family income and a high percent of sound dwell-

ings); in addition, the county spent and received three times as much money

per capita as any of the other three counties. Also, Oiltown had twice as

many new dwellings as the other counties as well as a higher percent of new

residents. Indiana County consistently ranked second on four of the five
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Table 2. County Rankings on Community Dimensions and Factors

.01111104

Community
Dimensions
and Factors

I. Socioeconomic Siatus
A. Median income of

families

B. Dwelling condition
C. Percent of units

with telephone

Oiltown Farmcrsville Monroe Indiana

County County County County

1

1

Total
Final Ranking

5

1001.M!.......IS...

II. Family Life Cycle
A. Percent 21 and over

B. Median age
C. Percent under wears
Total
Final Ranking

3

3

2

8

2.5

III. Governmental Revenues
and Expenditures
A. Local expenditures

per person in active
population 1

B. Local revenues per
person in active
population 1

Total 2

Final Ranking 1

IV. Residential Mobility
A. Dwelling newness 1

B. Percent migrants from
different count 1

Total 2

Final Rankin 1

V. Urbanism
A. Hetero eneit 4

Final Rankin 4

Ranked from high to low - - -

4 3 2

4 2 3

4 2

12 7 6

4 3 2

4 1 2

4 1 2

1 3
..

4
9 5 8

4.0 1.0 2.5

3 4 2

3 4 2

6 9 4
3 4 2

4 2 3

3 4 2

7 6 5

4 3 2

2 1 3

2 1 3
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Table 3. County Final Ranking on Community Dimensions

Community
Dimensions

Oil town

County

Farmersville
County

Monroe

County

Indiana

County

I. Socioeconomic Status 1 4 3 2

II. Family Life Cycle 2.5 4 1 2.5

III. Governmental Revenues
and Expenditures 1 3 4 2

IV. Residential Mobility 1 4 3 2

V. Urbanism 4 2 1 3
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dimensions dropping to third place only on Urbanism. From the raw data in

Table 1, it appears that Indiana County is most similar to Alamance County,

especially on the following factors: median income of families, dwelling

condition, percent of population 21 and over, percent of population under

five years, and dwelling newness. On the other hand, Farmersville County

consistently ranked last along four of the five dimensions and did not

possess any significant similarity to the other three counties.

The Relationship Between Power Structure Characteristics

and Community Characteristics

It was hypothesized in this study that as the characteristics of

communities vary, the characteristics of their power structures also vary.

The relationship between the community characteristics---Socioeconomic

Status, Family Life Cycle, Governmental Revenues and Expenditures, Resi-

dential Mobility, and Urbanism---and the visibility of the power structures

were examined. The proportion of visible leaders that were identified in

each of the four communities are indicated in Table 4. Farmersville and

Oiltown had a much higher proportion of visible leaders than either

Burlington or Indiana City; thus, in Farmersville and Oiltown, in contrast

to either of the other two communities, the non-leaders were more aware of

the leaders in their community. Table 5 relates the visibility of the

power structure to the characteristics of the community. First, limiting

the discussion to the power structure characteristics of Oiltown, Indiana

City, and Burlirtgton,14 it is noted that Oiltown had the highest percent

of visible leaders with Indiana City and Burlington ranking second and third,
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Table 4. Proportion of Visible, Concealed, and
Symbolic Leaders in Each Community

Proportion of Proportion of Proportion of

Community Leaders Classified Leaders Classified Leaders Classified Total

as Visible as Concealed as Symbolic

---------- - - - - Percent

Oiltown 80.0 10.0 10.0 100

(N=20)

Farmersville 84.6 7.7 7.7 100

(N=13)

Burlington 29.4 35.3 35.3 100

(N=17)

Indiana City 31.6 42.1 26.3 100

11.=110/1r

(N=19)



Table 5. Visibility of the Power Structure Compared with Community Characteristics

Communities
Ranked in Order of
Highest Proportion
of Visible Leaders

Rankings on Community Dimensions

Socioeconomic
Status

Family
Life

Cycle

Government
Revenues and
Expenditures

Residential
Mobility

Urbanism

Farmersville

Oiltown

Indiana City

Burlington

4

1

2

3

4

2.5

2.5

1

3

1

2

4

4

1

2

3

2

4

3

1
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respectively. It is also noted that Oiltown, Indiana City, and Burlington

ranked first, second, and third, respectively, on the community character-

istics of Socioeconomic Status, Governmental Revenues and Expenditures, and

Residential Mobility. Thus, it appears that the higher the Socioeconomic

Status, Governmental Revenues and Expenditures, and Residential Mobility of

a community, the greater the visibility of the power structure of the

community. The relationship between the Family Life Cycle and Urbanism of

a community and the power structure's visibility appears to be less well

defined. The data seem to indicate a trend of reverse order with Burling-

ton ranking first on these two dimensions. In substance, the visibility

of the power structure of these three communities seems to be strongly

associated with Socioeconomic Status, Governmental Revenue and Expenditure,

and Residential Mobility.

Farmersville ranked lowest on the majority of the factors differentiating

the communities, while at the same time it had a higher percent of visible

leaders than the other communities. Prior to the time of the study there

was increased activity concerning mass voter registration, voter education

programs, and public issue analyses in Farmersville. Thus, the authors

suggest that in view of the high proportion of visible leaders in Farmersville,

the aforementioned activities may have increased the community's awareness

of the leaders of the community and the composition of the power structure.
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Other Power Structure Characteristics and

Theoretical Implications

From further study of Oiltown and Farmersville, additional power

structure characteristics were obtained for these two communities.
15

It

was determined that Oiltown's power structure, in addition to being overt

in nature or visible to the community at large, also had more formally con-

stituted power and was less group-like in its characteristics or less

cohesive. In contrast, Farmersville's power structure was characterized

by a cohesive grouping of leaders, fewer authority positions, and generalized

leadership.

Tho community characteristics associated with Oiltown may be considered

Indicative of a community with numerous vertical ties to extracommunity

systems
16 (such as a national manufacturing company, governmental agencies,

etc.); this in turn would indicate a community with diversified elements.

This diversity of the community denies the leaders' association with each

other and, thereby, prevents the cementing of personal relationships. In

other words, the power structures of diversified communities are less

cohesive possibly due to the absence of opportunities for cooperative

associations to develop among its various leaders.

A community with characteristics capable of producing a less cohesiv:_

power structure would also produce a power structure that is visible to the

community at large. This visibility would result from a competition of

interests among the leaders, activity in public affairs by an educated

public, and broad economic and political bases within the community.
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It is also reasonable to assume that an urbanized community is

constituted by many more people who have the same type of problems. These

numerous people seek a solution to their problems by presenting those prob-

lems to community leaders. This creates a demand for the development of

an administrative organization designed to aid or formulate a solution for

their problems. Therefore, the more urbanized the community, the greater

the number of authority positions found in the power structure. In addition,

Vidich and Bensman suggested that frequently these authority positions are

bestowed upon the leaders of a small community as an honor.
17

An out-

standing leader of the community may be nominated for an office in the con-

text that "it is about time Lee is made president because of everything he's

done. "
18

Summary and Conclusions

A modified reputational approach was used to identify the leaders of

Oiltown and Farmersville. Analysis of the data yielded the following con-

clusions: Oiltown's power structure was overt, had more formally constituted

power, had slightly less group-like characteristics, and tended to be

generalized in scope of influence. Farmersville's power structure was

overt, had a more cohesive grouping of leaders representing fewer authority

positions, and tended to be generalized in scope of influence.

The visibility of the power structures of four communities was examined

in relationship to the communities' characteristics. Oiltown, Farmersville,

Indiana City, and Burlington were ranked on the factors isolated by Bonjean,

et al. for differentiating communities. A strong relationship was identified
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between the visibility of the power structure and three of the five

community dimensions. In comparison to Indiana City and Burlington, Oiltown

had the highest proportion of visible leaders and also ranked highest on

the community characteristics of Socioeconomic Status, Governmental Revenues

and Expenditures, and Residential Mobility. Indiana City and Burlington

ranked second and third, respectively, both on the proportion of visible

leaders and on the same three community characteristics. Thus the findings

tentatively support the hypothesis that as the characteristics of a

community vary, the visibility characteristic of the power structure also

varies. These findings raise the following question: Will communities

which rank high on the same community dimensions as Oiltown also possess

similar power structure -' haracteristics as Oiltown? The findings of this

study suggest that additional similar relationships between power structure

characteristics and community characteristics would be found. However,

these authors suggest that a larger sample of communities should be studied

and that more data (than was available to this study) would be needed to

determine the authority positions, cohesiveness, and generality characteristics

of the power structures.
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176.
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the Bonjean Technique of Identifying Community Leaders," IttsaisamLEal

Quarterly, 9 (Spring, 1968), pp. 261-270.
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Danette Spiekerman, "Analysis of Community Power Structure Using the

Reputational Approach: A Comparative Analysis of Two Texas Communities,"

Unpublished M.S. Thesis, College Station: Texas A&M University, August,

1968.
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