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The rural hinterland as a focus for economic development has received

considerab]e interest in recent years for fwo major reasons.

3

American cor-.

porations have found the large meéropolltan areas increasingly less profit-

able locations for 1ndustria1 actﬂvit because of high labor costs, the

fiscal problems.of Tocal govern'en

and other reasons (see, for

, the higl costs of pollution abatement,

ample, 0'Connof, 1973, 1974). Thus, many

Development Admini_tration--have cooperated to fqrmuﬁate a ser1es of

so]utions to rura‘ regiopal underdevé]opment prob]ems which we term *iberal

development p#]i,ies "

. y .
: under]y1ng c7achterist1cs 1) the strategies reva]ve arou‘d extra-comnunity
governmenta4 fguiation and ass1stance. or ]oca1 governmen‘ cooperation.
aim:[ at mitigating the undesirable spin-offs of the free,market and N
2)

e. undéruying goal is. to attract private investment 0 se]ected com-

munit1es anq?encourage private corporation§ to employ he unemp]oyed and

bo]ster the ﬁncowes of the poor:

I

American

These ]1bera] deve]opment po]icves have two major

-

These po]1cfes are hus solidly within the -

iberal tradition of state intervention to make private investment

-of those 1gft behind in the competitive struggﬂes for advantage on the

i

laigsez fa re market (Mart1nson .and Schu]man. f975 Dowd, 1974)
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Y.

CaeeE



N - . . .
. . . * o T

» - i Y .
v

In this paper we concern ourselves with perhaps the two predominant

.
-
e,

o *1iberal® development stratedies which have flowed from the repertoire of L

R iberal. academicians and stdte bureaucrats: "growth centers" and the

onsolidation of‘government seruices. Qur specific ‘intent i% to analyze

support patterns” for these deve]opment policies. among- a sample of e]ites

From 32 conmunities in a largely underdeveloped rural regfon of Niscousin

'

; . e analytic focus is twofo]d We fﬁrst assess overa]l levels of support

]
bmong community elites and then compare the magnitude of elite supports
here possible, with that of a random samp]e of residents from the same’ ] .

region.. - The so a]-and 1ded]ogica] bases of conmunity elite. support fon ' “

nt policies-arevthen examined, and relevant comparisons

/ -0 o '

flyo : e

0.7 ¢ THE BACKGROUND OF LIBERAL DEVELOPMENT' Pquc‘iss vt
o “FOR THE AMERICAN RURAL HINTERLAND et o

Desptte the. apparent rapidity of American economic, dehelopment during

- ftiberal devel

With mon-elites are again made.

L

Q. ; -
b
I

‘the past two centuries, this deve]opment has' been characteristically T e

19663 Perloff. et al., 1960): Pockets of . ' .,

4

(Dowd, 1974; ‘North,

| regiona] poverty, as we]] as substantial poverty within deve?oped urban ﬁ. ) .

* “uneven”

* o areas, have been a persistent part of the American ecopomic landscape since
- | the consolidation of the post -Revolutionary War’ fation- state. The problems L
>of the underdeve10ped rura] hinteriand have concerned many for humaﬁitarian.'
as well as pragmatic po]itlca]-economic reasons. Underdeveloppd rura]
i lregions have been the breeding grounds for a variety of “"extremist" socfo-

/
|]{/

nature §
j B

poﬂitigpl moveménts--from both the left and ths right--and are" by their very

or markets for the manufactured. products of industry (Ash 1972

LRIC " v o0 0
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: strategies have been proposed and/q

. examp]e. Maki- and “Berty, 1966} Pul

© for exampl€, Caudill, 1970, Padfiel

) option.

~on- in seTected

dohnson, 1972; Heberfei 1951; Korn
never been very successful in inte
economic‘imbalances into the polit
substantia] number of potentially :

.“Grow!h centers" and'the coffsg
of the more promising methods curr
rural regional underdeve]opment'p ;

strategles invo]ve<a cons}derable/

vention to counteract undesirablé.;

such, there is a growing agreement‘
sc1entists. and planners ‘that b{obI
and ma]d\stribution of popu1at10n

worse, un]ess government, inf]uenCe‘

Heady. 1974; Maki, 1973) )
In Tight of the obvious po1iti
parate repayment for their past di

communitfes the rura] poor, and t

temperary architects of rural regi'
subsidization of corporafe producti
The thrust of 1ibera] dév
ra] pr small mef:

late the 70cationa]’éecislon of .in

(8
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ourselves with, perhaps, the two predominant I Jokinson; 1972;. Hg&erle. 1951; &6, Fnhauser/ 959;, McCornell, 1969). ve.have.
' . gt
Ies which have flowed from the repertoire of oo, ' never- beenoverzy successful in integrating those’ who suffér from region‘a]
; bureaucrats. “growth centers“ and the =~ - : ) economic-imbalances into the polity economy, or society, although a
rvices. Our, svecific intent is to analyze T S suhstantia] ‘Number of potentia] more suecessful "liberal” deve]opment .
velopment'poligies among @ s_arf:p]e of elites s L. strategles have: been propos and/or implenented. on a trial basts:-
y underdeveloped rura]_-region pf Wisconsin. . . “Growth centérs" and ’the conso]idation of government servies are two

We first assess overall levels of support of the more promising ethods current]y under consideration for ame]iorating

u . . TN

!ﬂ compare the _magnitude of elite 5“PP“""¢- - e 1‘:( . rural regional undgfdevelopment’ prob]ems. As we mentioned ear]ier.. these

I random sample of residents frpm the same’ . m’é&; _ §tra_tegies invo ve a considerab]e‘amount' of ('extra-.conmunity) state inter-l

ogical bases of community elite support for oL vention to unteract undes1rab1e outcomes of free market processes. As .

lre\then examined, and re1evant comparisons . o "such thefe is a growing agreement among SOC’IO]Og’IStS. econemists, po]itical

!e;“ ' . La o /". _' T o Y ) ¥ scienfists, and p]anners that prub]an\i_r;u:a] poverty, underdevelopment. .

3 - ’ : : Kk , and’maldistribution of popu]ation will fail to 1mprover—aLMcome -

F LIBERAL DEVEEOPMENT POLICIES _ \ .. ‘ L ‘ . ) ' * fworse, un]ess government influences’ the operat on. of‘ the market (see. i:o’r- T

psnlcmi RURAL HINTERLAND . . S .

) _ T S examp]e. Maki and Berry, 1966; Pu]ver. 1970.T eeten, ]974,, Donohue. 1974

Eidity of. American ecpnomic development during _:‘ o V Heady. ]974 ¥i, 1973). ‘{ - 8

Heve]opment has been characteristicalfy \‘Ec ; 7 In Tight_of the obv1ous po]itica]l obstaclep. invo]ved in’ direct cor-

‘1966. Perloff, et al., 1960). QOCREtS Of ) T o, / ! .pdrate repayment for their past direct and indi ect exp]oitation of rural
ubstantia] .poverty wi'thi‘h developed urban . S . . communities ‘the rural. poor, and the non renewa 1e rural resource base- (see. C
part of the Ameﬂcan econonfc landscape since : o for example, Caudi11, 1970; Padfield, 1971; Fuj moto and -Zone, 1974), can-
-Revo]u‘tionary Mar naé‘ion state. The prob]ems k L o temporary architects of rtra] regional deve]opm ‘nt pbhcy envision state )
interland have cohcerned many for humanitarian _ K S sub51dization of corporate production mthin ru ﬁl areas as the only feasible
i econoniic;reasons Underdeve]oped rural . T o ! option The thrust of liberal development po]14 ies‘is to encourage product- )

g grounds for a variety of "extremist" cio- - - o ’ ion in se]ected rural or small metropolitan citi 5, but’ not d1rect]y legis-

; .the left and the right--and are by their very _ -]ate the . ]ocationa] ‘dec¢ision of individual, firms. :
anufactufed produtts of industry (Ash ]972. ' ‘ ‘:‘:D " o o . B . " ;
. ‘ . . . ‘ R .. L - )
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The “growth centers® concept refers 1o designating a conmunity as a

center for publi’c investment in infrastructure and services so as to make

- the given’ com'numty 'cleorlrmre.-pte.ferﬁbl,g for, industrial location than-***f_

kN

neighboring. nongrowth center communities. The general p‘Tnciple involvéd
is that comunjties,wf“a -certain minimum ‘size and” wealth produce mare--..,.,,,u
return to capital than smaller. less affluent communities. Public invest- )
“ment in grewth center comnunities--along ‘with tax breal(‘"init.=t=.f71t3i’v;é’§,i to-
interested corporations--is angued to generate substantial "multiplier'\or
spread effects“ and self—sustaining economic growth. The larger growtl’ﬁ

ﬁenter places' are anticipated ‘to result in economies of scale and economic

benefits out toward the periphery Al soTthe revival of the "micropoﬂi‘\

-

The consolidation of govern e

" center policies.- The basic_natur

'multj).comnunity or mult‘l-county co

and delivery of serv1ces such as
zoning, abatement of pollution "re

d‘isposal .. Obviously, same of thes

“decisfons of individual ,firms. whi

(hea‘lth and welfare of target po'pu]'
. . 1% SN Ce

' ‘that the provisiion of services by | 1

. gomunnyw:EHcM$omewhat more ef
.and’ better. employment” of often und

population. . ;.
"The esignatio of certain comnunities as grdwth centers is c"onsi,déred
necessary for Several reasons (although these colmiunities are already. .tn

theory. the more attractive sites for private investment) First it is

6

" felt the official--presumably statutory--designation of particular comnuni-

-

ties as grn(th centers aids-in thwn of subsmies and incentives.

w

, and assures the max imum efficiency of investedbpublic capital. Secondly.

many professional observers see intense: cbmpetition among numerous cqminuni- .
ties for prospective indu‘stry--competition leading to deleterious over-' )
capitalization of conmunitieg and less ‘than optimal economies of scalé‘\‘g&” ‘
regional spread effects (see. for example. Colorado Rural Development’ Com- _

mission, l972. Mansen, l97l. 1972, Cumberland 1971 For furthér'detailron" -

-"growth centenpo_ly_:ies in the u. S and abroad)

e

» . T omeee o

-

that cooperate on.servicg delivery

. for private, invest‘ient because fmor
lse_rvices-fparticularly. indus_t‘rial
“pe.ctive'industry (see. especially.:

comnumty which shares its. service

L oo

tempting 51te for Pew corporatev pr

these two liberal,deVelopment poli

development and rural poverty prob
with the _1,dea (see. ‘f/orfi/stance. ]
local opposition to such policies)]

.Support patterns.among comnun"

- are thus vital components of the pg

_ sumably, active elite opposition tg

and public administrators would dog

~ at best, half-hearted cooperation. |



apt refers.to designating a -comnunitx as’ a
n infr'astructure and services 50 ‘as, to make
ré€ preferable for industrial Tocation than

communities:

o . . . ey
in minimum size and wealth produce more ,

_:,'l_ess affluent communities. Public invest-
i.e:’s-falong.with tax_ h‘r:ea‘lf i_ncentives to
,gued ,to genera_te substantia] "mu]tip]ier" or
bain’ing economic growth,, ‘The-larger growth
10 result in economies of sca]e and economic
lery. Also, the revival of the “micrdpo]itan"
i’,'center of profitable capita] accumulation is

ore balanced dist'ribut_ion~offthe"national
- ’ : . =

Ln,comnunit,'ies as growth centers .i¢ considered

(a.ltﬂhough these communities are'a]ready'.oin
tes fdr private investment) First, it is
tbry--designation of particular comnuni-
thé\foordinatio)f subsidierahd'inceﬁﬁﬁs.
éncy of invested public capital, Second]y.
| intensé competition among numerous chnuni-
-compeLWg to de]eterious over- -
fand less than optimal Economies of sca]e and
for examp]e CoIOrado Rura] Development Com-
972; Cumber]and. 1971; for further detai]sf on

°

e U.S. and abroad).’ D

fmu 6

The genera] principle frivolved

.
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pectmekindustry (see, especia]ly. Maki. ]974)

local opposition to such policies).

The conso}iidat.i.on of government services is a first cousin of growth
center po] fcies. The basic nature. of service conso]idation strategies‘ is.
mu]ti-conmunity or. mu]ti -county cooperation in the funding, administration.
and delivery. of services -such as medica] services. land use plann'ing and
zoning, abatement of pollution “residua]s.“ education. and so]id waste

disposai“sObviously. some of these services are relévant to- the location

- ~decisions of individual firms. whi]e others’ are aimed more direct]y at the

-health and we]fare of target popu]ations Neverthe]ess the assumpt‘gn is’
that the .provision of serv1ces by governmenta] .units larter than the ]oca]
community will be somewhat more efficient,, again through economies of sca]e
and - better eﬂp]oyment of often underutilized faci]ities Thus, comminities
that cooperate on service de]ivery and adm1nistration will be more-attractive
for private investment because more tax monies can be allocated to prov1ding
services--particu]ar]y industria] parks--of mosyt'"imnediate interest to pr:o‘s- ‘
Clearly, a growth center
comnunity which shares its service burdens with other comnunities is a

tempting site for- new corporate~production . In theory, the combination of '

i:hese two hbé‘r§ development policies would do much to relieve rural under-

deve]opment and rural poverty problems--if only the peop]e would go along

' with ‘the idea (see, for jnstance, Tweeten, 1974; and Pujver, 1970, regarding .

v, . ’ ) yi

7 .Sup"port patterns among community elites for Tiberal deve]opment policies
’ o g . N

P

" are thus vital components of the potential suﬁgss of these policies, ~ Pre-

sumably, active e]ite opposition to the well-intentioned plans of academicians
and public adminhstrators wou]d doom these 1iberal development po]icies to,

The policy preferences of nonelites are

at ‘best, half-hearted cooperation
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1clearly les;'inﬂuen.tial in policy success, because citizen input, if any, = - B would 1ikely derive political ben

3‘,} ' into public policy fpmation tends’ tp_be einc'onsequentia] fsee Warren, 1972: . . ‘ of hbera] deve]opment policies.
i " 394,395), again despite the well-intentioned efforts on the part of some =~ . . _ _ ‘viewed more_ favorably. by - &al c0|
public administrators. Nevértheless, the opinfons of-nonelites are of - v holding down new]y-created 30b5 wt
sociological interest‘irl relation to community and domestic development o ‘ : . the public’ interest. . 3
N . K theo.ry. - , . S S '_ - o . ~ Indeed, we may anticipate re!
Martinson and Schulman (1975) have investigated support for growth T . a'"0"9 community elites to perhaps
centers among a random samp]e of respondehts in Nisconsin's Northwest, o E ing of personal interests. As Pu'!

“

. . 5 cL
arge]y underdeve]oped. region. They report les‘s than enthusias.tic suPpOrt ‘ rural communities ‘tend to be ma.Jm;

’ among these nonélites, with less than 50 percent of their respondents favor- ) R regulation of the economy and as'si;
a fng the general concept of growth eenters and the specific prospect of their x faire principles. Pﬁlve'; argues t
comnunity being designated a growth center. Martinson and -Schulma; also ' l'ol ‘ . L of Tberal ,solutions to the Pr‘Ob]j

“ . find persons most favorabTe Toygrowth centers po]icy to be poor families o tism” prelalent there. ;
'living in the post economically-depressed comnunities--the places which - ' o The two' ppincipal axes of PO]

. clearly have no chance. to become growth cente,rs. In addition, farmers were, . ‘ liberal development po]icies are "

- a majbr locus of oppo'sition in spite of their generally low incomes, pre-- ‘business ideologies (See-%" exarq

sumably because f:irm families would have the least to gain from more local - ’ o . et al., ]960- Free and Cantri] 19
: employment opportunities’ and income from magufacturing.. ,_‘ i A " - state actionl.to benefit the poor f{
A]though Martinson and Schulman’s middle and upper-middle class res- = oo ' - service consolidation -support. 513
St pondents were quite ambivalent about growth centers) we might anticipate ' - welfare-state are ”keU.tO"id'in]U;
much more solid support for liberal deve]opmenq policies of all types from _ . ;: ‘two present strategies for ﬂ”e\”i;
upper-middle class gommunity elites. Elites from.the private sector cou]d _ S . ’ potentia] benefits to the communit
expect their firms--as wellpas new firms--to sh7re in the benefits of sub- . o axis \Of _ideologyr-thenlegitir?acy 0
- . sidies from growth center policies and government service consolidation. . - . occupies an ambivale:\t statusv Wfth‘i
{ ‘ w ‘;'.Elites employed in_the public sector (which, in our sample, at ]east tend . “h'”_e growth centers and consolida§
Q"to occupy formal positions of community administrative or legislative power) : t . mate role of the state in the econ

, ‘ . i I . . :
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. 1iberal . deve]opmenj.eo]1c1es are "welfare-state" and state regu]at1on of

L Sl can

would gﬁﬁé]y derive political benefits from assiting in the 1mpLementation
of libera] deve]opment po]{:}es ,Governmental leaders would certain]y be
viewed more favorab]y by local corporate and ‘business e11tes and those

holding down newly-created jobs would feel political leaders were act1ng 1n"
§ o

_Indeed. we may anticipate resistance to liberal deve]opmgntvpo]1c1es
among conmunity e]1tes.Qp perhaps derive mo/J-from ideo1ngy than‘the threaten-
ing of personal 1nterests' As Pulver (]970) has pointed out; underdeve]oped ‘{;

“rural conmunitfes tend to be maJor 1oc1 of “trad1t1ona]“ va]ues where state

regulation of the economy and assistance. to the " poor are- rejected on laissez-
faire pr1nc1p]es. Pu]ver argues that a major barr1er to the 1mp]ementation< T e
of ]1bera] so]ut1qns to the probTems of rural conmunit1es‘¥s the "conserva-
tism" prelalent theri - o ) : >/f’

i

The two' princ1pa] axes of po]1t1ca] ideo]ogy of interest concerning B

.Yv"
bﬂ%iness 1deo]og1es (see. for examp]e{ Dolbeare and. Do]bearel 19714 McC]oskey..
et al., 1960 Free and Cantri]. 1968). - The bélief in the appropriateness*of

state action to benefit the poor 1s clearly immedTate to growth centers an&

4
service conso]1dat1on support. - Elites'who reject the 1egit1macy of the

we{fare-state are 1ikely to ideo]ogdca]]y oppose state action regarding the o
two present strateg1es for a]]ev1at1ng rura] poverty--regard]ess of the E
potent1a] benef1ts to the community Teadér and his/her cormunity. The other
axis .of 1deo]ogy--the ]egitimacy of state regu]at1on of business activity-- ;-
occupies an amb1va]ent status w1th'respect t ]ibera] deve]opMént po]icies
While growth centers and conso])dation;of government ser ces imply a legiti~

mate role of the state in the economy, those who‘suppo such po]1c1es.afe

‘f; (/Tr—£§§:)

4
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://ﬂ“ ITkefy not critica'l of* the performance of .corporations (sinde, for example,, - -

.’ ) ) i o . -\r—f 8- . ) -
- ﬂ’\ v

“growth centers and consolidation’ of government services are directly or . ' t support for. the bulk of major publ;
indirect]y aime&:hattracting industry to and he]ping it prosper within%he v argued for re]ationships between “
host conmunity) us Ne anticipate no discernible re]ation between support -_' H . * support it s un]ike]y that ther :
for liberal deve]opment po]icies and political ideo]ogices supporting state . . . ) ot There are rather hazy correlation
actior to regu]ate business because this ideo]ogy is spmewhat peripheral to : o the United Stafes (Hami]ton. 1972

lwhat amounfs to state subsidization of business./ y libera] development pol icies are ha

Neverthe]ess tnterests of comnunity e]ites may enter into growth center ‘ ' supporters are probably liberal vis
policy preferences. Remembering that only a few comiunities in a -large region : o i not critical of the'capitaHst syst

‘are like]y (y/become growth centers. we suspect thap support for a neighboring o -

. ’ economy In add1tion to po]itica] ]
conmunity being a growth center (if the home conmunity was not so designated) -%\ N )

congro] variable because, of its rela

! . N T
wou]d be met with more hosti]ity than one's own comnunity being “chosen. A]so. i\h o attitudes ¢in other studies (Milbratl
#f we assume that comnunity e]ites will be genera]ly quite favorab]e to growth . o of interest is Support for env1ronm|
e
) centers and service co)éo]idation policies, it is 1ikely that elites from the . . : to growth centers. Those favoring ‘
comnunities with the greatest potentia] to become growth centers and recefve v "

unre]ated.A despite the pervasiveness of social class indicators in explaining

ERIC

“ambivalent about any strategy of. ecg
\ ) :
the conconmitant benefits %111 be especia]]y favorab]e toward these po]icies community. :

Thus,, two gontextua] characteristics of e]ites communities--cunnunity size -, A last control varfable of conq

_and conmunfty socioecononic status--shou]d be positive]y re]ated to favoring : - . to growth centers policy The growt
growth center po]icy No such re]ationship is predicted ‘with respect to thei g Rt * is quite new to Nest Gentral wiscons
consolidation of government services since there is no extra-community se]« /” . 2 include a variab]e measuring pteku
ection pr}ocedure by w\hich ‘certain communities must be left behind in the quest - ' to determine if fami]iarity with the
fm: deve]opment. . ' : a. Y . - ? elites. By contrast. the consohdatz

N% suggested- above that the occupations of comnunity e]ites wou]d be vasive in the study area. "Each'comnj
unrelated .to support for g.powth centers and service consolidation po]icy cooperative serlvice avrangements, “]i
because both privately- and pub]ica]]y emp]oyed elites conceivably may both ’ ' ' :

:
administrative units have yet to app

benefit from po]icy 1mp]ementation Education and income should be likewise

N
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lnce of corporations (since, for examp]e, N T ] o :i_'f oo ) —~ T — if R S 9.
. ) _ A . . .

f government services are directly 0r .' R
dustry to and hel,ping it prosper within the ',.
ite.no-d.fscemib]e re]ation be)tween support .
ind political ideo]ogices support-ing state VT ._’_ ) ‘ ) ) - There are: rather hazy cbrre]ations between ideo]ogy and po];tica] party in _.
¢ this ideo]ogy 1s somewhat periphena] to.” . e - the- United—States (Hamﬂton. 1972 Converse. 1964). p]us supporters of
)] of b sines)sj. ) . . . " o v } » - Hbera] deve]opment policies are hardly drawn from the "]e'ft " Even though
unity e]i»tes‘ma.y enter into growth 'center. ; . t : ' ‘ supporters are’ probab]y 1iberal vis a-\vi,s the - we] fare-state they are c]ear]y
hat only a few commnities 'in 3 .]a"?e_"eg“?" . T not critical of the capita]ist system and. thTe m]e of prwate business in the
S» We suspect that support for a neighborinr economy In addition to politica] party identification we include age as a
f the home ‘community was not s0 desi_gnated) . congrol variable because of its reTat1onships with various “conservatwe"

han one's own communi ty being chosen.” ‘Also; - S attitudes n other studies (Mi1brath, . 1965); Lipset 963):, Anothér variab]e 4

will be genera]]y quite favbrab]e to gTWth : T of interest i’ suppprt fonennronmehta] ‘refonn.—part‘i,culariy with respect o
POHC"—‘S’ it 15 ]ikely that e]ites from the \ B , to grothLcenters* Those faVoring=env1ronmenfal refor;n are lrkely to be ’
"ﬁ‘] to become 9"°"""h centers .and receive : e ambiva'lm%out __.[ strategy of egonomy gr‘owfﬁ--Particmarly in thelr'own B
especia]ky favorab]e toward -these, po]icies ) ‘ community. R p SR o % i ‘Y
cs Of e]ites conmuniﬁ‘les«-camunity size R L Cay T A last :control variab]e of concern to this inquir;pertains prlmarily

; shou]d be positive'ly related t° Fa‘mri"g “..: ’ ‘C ' . to growth centers policy., The growth cepfers strategy of rural deve]opment
ltiqnship is predicted witt) respect i:o the ) r ’ is quite*mew to Nest Centra] leconan our S"F‘d”yarear-rwe, therefore,

s since there Is fo gxtra %community sel- ﬁ,‘; ) inc]ude 3 variab]e measuring previous knowiedge_of growth centers proposa]s
‘omnunities must e Teft behind in the q“fft_‘ . ,"" T v e determine 1f fami]iarity with tﬁe issue enhances supPOrt among coumunity
2 o . e]ites By contrast the’ conso]idation of government services i§ quite. per-
ccupations of community e]ites 'wou]‘d be . . vasive 'in the study area. * Each community is already engaged in one”or more
;ters and service consolidation pb']icy ‘ E cooperative serviee arrangements, a]though semi-autonomous{mu':t:l;comnunity :
‘]]y-emp]oyed e]ites conceivab]y may both ) adminis{rative units have yet to @pear in this. region41£ Nisconsin

. Ed c/ation and income should. be likewise * o T . ‘ ; . : o

s of social class indicdtors in axplaining ‘ ' o e .
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. "OATA AND METHOD |/ B The study area is Tocated n t
' L L . S N - . L - exhibits considerable variability i
.. Sample ‘ ‘ S S o . ) ‘ Do

counties comprising the study area.
The data for thiV research wé?e collected from personal interviews of

. from $7,199 to $9; 924 Populat1on
23l community elites 1n 32. small “and medium-sized ‘Wisconsin connmnitieS, %
: 1970 range from -3 7 percent to 46
The community centers (villages and cities) ranged in size from approximately
. ~agricultural area. although al. of
l 000 residents to 50 000 residents The “sample." in effect is thé universe

° - ) - trade centers Each conmunity is a
of leaders of all conmunities w1th 1,000 or more residents in 10 Hest Central A,
K L - least one manufacturing enterprise.
Hisconsin countigs "The interviewing was conducted from November. l973 to : . - >

L B _ T . 0. viewing reported his main occupatio
2 January, 1974.. . - R ;', S R s R
g . . ) L . ) L o o ., farmer. - ' n
g N ) Respondents for the, interview were chosen by a combination of;.the e T, ' g . AR
{ PR . The respondents were primarly
positional“ and "reputational"r methods. of selecting‘ iﬁ@u» : - o o : )
L tent of the respondents were overag

(see, for example. Aiken and -Mott, 1970) “Positional . : .

5 . b L respondents were Caucasian. About’
| ) chamber of.commerce president, etc., were interviewed a for their . - e B

. o . - o ’employed-businesspersons.'32 5 perc

Re personal estimations. of those, reputed to be the most powg influential ]

. , ' Y L % . industrial enterprise. and 19.1 per

? -~ in the community. ~'The total number of nominations were t; ind persons v
: the loc;l. state or federal levels

with the most nominations were selected as interview respon

“ Powers, 1965). . . ’ ‘ -

LI

' employed housew1ves. clergy. retire

. . - I8 “ " highly educated group. averaging ne
The number of respondents per community varied by size ¢ :
: L : also had large incomes, with only 6*
The maximum number of respondents in a community was 25, in t
: ° : : : SlO 000 per year - About 30 percent

of $30,000.

cities with over 50,000 residentsz The minimum was fi?e-respon
villages with 2'500 less population Of the 238 respondents : - . v A, n
‘OR\E - In this'study we Will=utilize A

‘ interviews. 231 furni sh d completed lnterviews for a response rat

:

growth center policy preferences am‘
- -ximately 97.percent. Nonresponse appears to have been quite representa
e

' Wisconsin counties. - These data were
1973. The random sample study area

- -Fortunately, there is one county n

’
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o o e .~ .,
AND METHOD LT B The study area s iocated in the west Central regionm’ Hisconsin and -
o ’ ' o exhibits considerab’le variabi]ity in socioeconomic conditions. The ten
. ) N . : .
A o ° . e *. counties comprising the study -area range - in median family’ income (in 1970)
ere collected from personal -interviews of o .
o St e i - from $7 199 to $9, 924 w{opu]ation growth rates of these counties from 1960-
and med{um-sized Wisconsin comminities. e
. ' . : R ) 1970 range from -3 7. percent to 46.2 percent The region may be termed an
d cities) ranged in size from approximately LI

. ) . ” . agricu]tura'l area. a]though all of the sampie communities are substantia]

S., The “samp]e." in effect, is the universe e :

8 - trade centers Each community is an incorporated place, and most have at »
1, 000 ‘or more residents in 10 Hest Centra] B P . :

: - least one manufacturing enterprise Only one of the eiites chosen for inter-

ing was *conducted from, November. 1973 to :

- . ._ - ) . v;iewing, reported his main occupation’ (or pre-retirement o't:cupation) as a
Lot C farmer. R T .
¥ were chosen by a comﬁi,nation of the* . T 7 o
- . % . The respondents were: prim”ariy midd]e-aged..white ma1 es. Orﬂy 6 9. per-

thods of se]ecting comnunity leadership K
oS cent of the respondents weres over age 65 2.2 percent were women, ,and all
; 1970) "Positiona]" ’Ieaders. e.g., mayor. t . o
] o . . - respondents were Caucasian About 42 percen't of the respondents were se]f-
.s were interviewed “and asked for their-+ ~/ ‘
: emp]oyed businesspersons. 32.5 percent were. emp]oyees of a comnercia] or
jted to be the most.powerfu] and infl uential -
- ) : o ) T iﬁustria] enterprise, and 19.1 percent reported government emp]oyment at
r of .nominations were talled, and persons-
: L SR D . . - the locgl, state or federal levels The remainder (16.9 percent) were un-
ected as- interview respondents (see also, : o 45)
1 ) S S - : o -7 - employed housewives. c]ergy, vetired, or farmers The. respondents were a
: ' highly educated group, averag.ing nearly 16 years of formal education. . They
o comnunity Varied by size of the conmunity. , - I e - : ) T
. also had large intomes, with only 6.6 percent reporting incomes of less than
fin a comnunity was 25, in the case ofz o . : iy : . o : . i
e o . $]0 000 per year. About 30 percent reported annual family incomes. in excess
" The minimum was flve respondents for A i ) - L o e
o : s ‘of 530 000 i LA o o s o
ition. Of the 238 respondents se]ected jor e T . S
] Wy o . ) In this study we wi]i uti]ize Martinson and Schu]man s ‘(1975) data on
d interviews for a response rate of appro- ) . ke

T e

growth center po]icy preferences among a- random samp]e of four Northwest
','appears to have been quite representative]y 7
3 Hisconsin c0unties These data were collected during the summer months: of
’categories

s v . o . , o 1973. The random samp]e study area borders that of the- comnunity e]ites
. : Fortunately, there is ‘one county in conmon Qbetween these‘two studies -
A : .
. ¢ 4
¢ e N ‘e . ..‘ . . . o ) :; °
o : ST T R - -
: B ) S o . e oy, ‘
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o G Crofx County‘ “Therefore, we-witl compare both the total. samples of elites R These differences are even more%

- and non!‘lites. as well as the subsamples of St. Croix County residents when S compared with Martinson and SchulmanJ

- v X

] assessing. growtil centers policy preferences. In addition, we will also com- i + in excess of $16,000 annually (see T'

g : pare the' cqgmunity elites with Martinson and Schu]man s subsamp]e of respon-" / .= much less er]y--even less so than ]

. dents whose ,famﬂies earn in excess of $16,000 annually to see if elites ’ centers polic>than comnunity leader;

;i " differ greatly from a random sample of other high income respondents. T . .‘,’ power in a lo€al comunity places 9"‘

. } . ‘ than.if the high income family is un

Operationalization of Variab]es ' o,  These same differences between '

: . ‘The operetiona'l definitions of a]l'relevant' variables fro_m t'he two ’ s : respect to favormg the respondent s

- ) studies are detailed in Appendix A (see also Martinson and Schulmar;_. 1976; < L . center. Over 70 percent of the tota
i . a

] R and Lambert. et al., 1974“for further 1nfom‘1at1on on the random sample survey ‘ é\mnm becoming a growth center/

- Of Northwest Wisconsin). o N . I s sample of the four Northwest Niscons;

o . : ) : ’ . S - . St. Croix aounty's community e]ites“j

. ‘l L o RESULTS : - Ce . ' of St. Croix County's rank-and- fﬂei

“ _Support_for Growth Centers Development Policy Anong Community Elites and Non- fenter.  High income respondents frm

EHtes . . » ' S toward a growth center designation ﬂ

Data comparing community elites and non-elites on support for the _ cent favoring such a ' policy. .* :

s, general growth centers development strategy appear in Table 1. Community . _ In Table 3 ve compare the elite

leaders are clearly more favorable toward establish?ng a growth center policy Cla of'groyth-centers po]icy--designatin!

. @ . . . e v - ;

. in Northwest Wisconsin than the rank-and-file citizenry. Over 7§ percent of _ -+ Provided the respondent’s home commuy

’ the comunity elftes favor growth centers, compared to.less than :5U° percent : 'Z some {mportant differences of 1ntere%

. . con ' \ )

Yy . of Martinson and Schulman's (1975) random sample of four Northwest' Wisconsin ‘ ) ' - general citizenry when we compare th!

* counties. ' Restricting attention to. the one county. represented in bqth surveys-- ~ munity versus a neighboring °°"'““"“3

‘St. Croix County--dqes notheing to ajter our concluston. Elites From St. Croix : * ., Returnihg to Table 2, 73 percent of i

County communities are much more favorable toward growth centers than the \ T community s selected, while the perg

" . « county’s random sample of non-ehtes (82 and 47 percent, respectively) : center selection process bypasses -th!:

. : o o . S ¥
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AN

ill compare both the total samp]es of elites
aMp]es of, St. Croifrtounty residents when
eferences. ~Imaddition, we willsalso com-
tinson,and Schu]man‘; subsample of respon-
s of $16,000 ;nnually'to see 1f elites

e of other high income respondents.
; 2 n

? all relevant variables from the two
(see also Marti(;on and Schulman, 1975;

.

her information

. k]
- .

SULTS
E . '

i the random sample survey

;ent Policy Among Community Elftes and Non- )

] 1

5- . .

E.' Y . LT
es and non-elites on $uppor® for the.

Estrategy appear in Table f. ;Conmunity
Etoward establishing a growth cemter‘policy
«k-andifile citizenry. Over 7§ percent of”
centers, compared to 1&ss than 50 percent

Iréndom sample of four Northwest Wisconsin

b the one county represented in both'surveys-4

 alter our conclusion.
ivorable toward growth centers than the

s (Bé and 47 percent,.respectively}.

s,

~-~ENC

J@

Elites from St. Croix

P 2

N a
These differences are even more: pronounced when community elites are

‘compared with Martinson and Schilman's (1975) respondents whose families earn ~ E

in»eXCess of $16,000 annually (see»Table 1)' These high income fami]ies are

) much less likely--even less so than the -general citizenry--to favoﬁ growth

-

centers\golicy than community leaders Clearly, occupying a position of
power in a local conmunity p]aces growth centers po]icy in a different light
than if the high income family is uninvolved in local politics. . o
These same dizferences between e]ites and non-elites prevai] w1th
respect to favoring the respondent's community beipg designated a growth

center. QOver 70 percent of the tota] sample of co%munity elites favor their

-

community becoming a growth center, compared to on]y 40 percent of the random

sample o?‘the four Northwest Wisconsin counties Likewise, 82 percent of

st. Crofx County's cdmmun1ty -elites favor th1s policy, whi]e only 38 percent .

. provided the respondent H home conmunity was not.

of St._Croix County's rank-and-fi]e citizenry favor their community as a growth
center High income respondents From the.random sample were especially. hostile
toward a growth center designation for their own comuwnity, with omly 28 per-
cent favoring such a policy. )

In Table 3 we compare the elite and non-elite samples on & third aspect
of growth centers po]icyl-designoting a neighboring.conmunity a growth center,
The data in Table 3 revea]

some important differences of interest befween the community leaders and the '

general citizenry‘when we compare their overall responses to the home com-

munity versus a nefghboring community being designated a growth center.

Returning to Table 2, 73 percent of the elites. favor growth centers if their

community is selected, while the percentage drops to 68 percent if the growth

* center selection process bypasses their home town. Howevgg; the non-elites

N
"
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'Thus. the general ci‘:izenry may not totally object- to growth centers“on

. .
" of the county (77 and 69 percent, respectively). |

-~ largely underdeveloped Northwest region of Wisconsin are divided on the policy.

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

14
are much more favorable to growth center'pol tey if the growth center i some- '

where other than their t:or;munity (64 and 40 percent. respectively, fon .upport.

for a neighboring comhunity and the home comunity becoming a growth ﬁenter)

princip]e. but nay feel growth center policy to be potentia]]y disruptiye, in’ )
their s;omrunity On the other hand, the elites seem less interested n|growth ,

centers if the major benefits go to some other loca]ity.

As these data suggest, there are smaller po]icy preference disagre| Lments
between Ieaders and the general population on selecting . neighboring c}:m-
munity a,s a growth center than we found with respect to the® home comm nﬁty

Nevorlhflnqs. the mnmunltv elHes [} y st} somewhat nore annrable bu q,

(1975) tota] sample or their subsam;ﬂe of high income families (68, 4Z

63 percent. respective]y) Leaders fyrom St Croix County conmuniti S
wise somewhat more favorable to this policy than the rank-and-file qitiizénr:

.

In sum, we may conclude that comnunity thes and non-elites 1 the rural ,
of tmplementing the promising 1iberal development strategy, growth el?ters
This cleavage is.most pronounced with respect to ‘the general concep df growth

centers strategy and the specific prospect of the home community be ng desig-

nated a growth center. The leaders are somewhat more favorab]e thar the ki
general citizenry to a neighboring comunity* S deSIgnation as a growth center,

if the home community was not so designated. Thus, the non-elites tend to

favor growth centers {f their own community is not involved, whereas the eligks

are somewhat more ambivalent about growth centers if their community is bypassed.

-

Jolb -

re hike-| .-

s
. . . -

Community E1{tes and Overall Suppord

- In Table 4 we present response
questdons regarding & fecond compo
consolidation of service delivery b
the e,]ites are strong]y in favor of
nate]y lack conparab]e data for non,
favor 2 general’ community service c.
favor&service consoli\dation among ct
" Clearly, the)conmunity elites ]

not generally resist liberal deve]o
tionalism," as Pulver (19/0) fears.

of 'such pn]icies even though their ¢

opinion on 1iberal development polif
. N PO

and we now turn to an examination of

related to elites' positions on dev

Social Bases of EHte Support for L

An 1n1t1a1 consideration regar,
mgnt policies 1s the extent to whic
poHcy preferences. - Tab]e § present

the re]ationships between responses:

. policy and thejwo componentg of se)

support patterns for these policies
according to statistica] test) intey

of growth centers policy quesﬁons
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th center policy 1f the grovlth center 15 some-
y. (64 and 40 percent' respectiveiy. for support
the home comunity beconing a growth center)
not. tota'l]y object to growth centers on
center policy to be potentia]]y disruptive in .
hdnd the e]ites?ee'n less interelted in grawth

jo to some Other locality.

i;e are smaller.policy preferepce disagreements =

population on selecting a neighboring com-

we fpund with respect to the ho'me conmunity

tes gre still ysomewhit mre favnrable to Q_
roWth cénter than both Martinson and Schulman's
:hsampte of high income families (68, 64, and
ders_.from st. Croix 'County.com'nuni-ties are 1ike-
1 thlis‘f‘:po'licy than the rank-and-file citizenry
t, respect.ively). - -

jat community “elites and non—e]iteg)in the rural,
t-re;;ion of Wiscopsin are divided on the pokicy
ibera'l deve]opment strategy, growth centers.
_. with respect to the general concept of growth
ic prospect of the home conmu_nity being desig-
ders are somewhat move favorable. than the

‘jing comunity's designation‘as a growth center,

o designated. Thus, the non-elites tend to

wn community is not involved, whereas the elites”

f u/t growth”centers if their ‘commuhity is bypasSed.
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‘consoxidation of service de]ivery by community 4nd county governments. Agai;‘t.,,
3

of such po]icies even though their constitqents are not,
- opinicp, on 1iberal development policies does not add up to unandmous support.f

; and wg now turn to an examlnation of independent variab]es presumab]y causa]]y t’

..
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Community Elites and Querall ‘Supmr‘t'for Consolidation of Government'Services\

“ \
’ -

In Table 4 we present responses of the samp]e of commupity leaders to

3
g
;
f

i

1

i

;

.

questions regarding a second component of 1iberal dévelopment policy--the

the elite re strongly in favor of such consolidation, aithough we unfortu-v o

nate]y lack comparable data for non-elites. Over 70 percent of these ]eaders

favor a general community. service consolidation policy, and nearly 90 percent ) "‘

favor service conso]idation ~among counties with “low’growth potential." ;
Clearly, the conmunity elites in WiscKn:i: s underdeve]oped Northwest do )

not generally resist Tiberal deve]opﬁxent policies out of some fanatic “tradi--,
tionalism," as Pulver (19/0) ‘fears.”

"Indeed, they are quite strongly in favor )
Neverthe]ess eiitg

rela ed to elites’ positions on development issues.

Q9

Socjial. Bases of Elite Support -for Liberal Development Policies

' An initial consideration regarding support patterns for liberal deve]op-

olicy preferences. Table § presents zero-order correlation coe§icients for

center'

e relationships between responses on the three aspects of grow

]
po]icy and the tvz; compénents of service consolidation. Conmunity.elite }

su;;p?rt patterns for these poliCies are all positively: (and sigmﬁcantly,
‘according to statistical test) interrelated, although the intercorrelations -~ i
)

of grodth centers policy questions are clearly the highest. Nevertheless,

:
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|
j

L0117

é.
]
3
)
3



i centers po] icy than those less fami]iar with the concept

re]ationships between our 1iberal deve]opment po]1cy dependent variables and v -

b, the hypothesized independent vari’ab]es discussed above.

- . . ! o . % .
0 . “ ‘wt .

service conso]idation po]icy preferences are corre]ated with growth center

.s,upport in a]] its dimensions, confirming our hypothesis that those two sorts

of li‘beral deve]opment po'l‘ﬂfies have® comon{under]ying perceptua] parameters,

Since g%wth centers proposa]s have yet to be imp]emented in Northwest

v Hisconsfn. and indeed are qu‘ite new to the area. >e may inquire as to whether

fami]farity with ‘{hese proposafs influences po]ic preference’ We f1nd that

" the §4 6 percent of the ,comunity elites reporting previous knowledge of -

growth centers were no more or?ﬁb ]ess er\y to favayr any aspect of growth . .
2 . .

Thus, we may
proceed with an examination gf the soc,ia] bases of growth centers support--
as we]] as support for servi}é conso]idation--assured that our findings are
not statistica] artifacts of fami]iaritx w1th growth centers deve]opment ~
strategy . -

ln Tab]e € we report zero-order correlation coefficients for the

Considering first
0
the effects of elites’ comnunity context on growth centers palicy preferences,

e find somewhat mixed- re]ationships betwéen respondent‘s conlnunity, being a

erly site for a growth center and his/her support for these po]icies. The

..,most interesting anamole occurs* with respect to comnunity population size

Community size has on]y a s]ight]y positive relationship (r=. 087) to support

O

e

PAruntext providea oy enic [

for the general growth.centers contept, a moderately low correlation (r=.147) .

with favoring th2 home conlnunity a growth center, and a statistica]]y'
significant egative re1ation to favoring a neighbormg community as a growth
center~(‘r~ - ]37) These findings high]ight. potentia] cctnflicts over the

selection of growtb center sjtes. witheelites from ]arge communities strongly
. ’ ) g =

0038

[ 4

- favordng

- growth center (r=.141} and

“ 7 L]

: L \ . i
rheir cmjv.unity H se]ecti

oppose, a eighbor ng community as

was n/ot also choseh A somewhat df
policy intkrests odcurs With Jrespet
E]iteslfro' conmunilties with well-
tions tend Yo favor the growth cen
' .18, r‘
when the hom\e conn,uniise/ 1s hypothe
community being designated a growt

o appears_ unre]ated however. to eit
AN

v county service \:dnsohdation. pres

theory--wou]d benefit fromyan expa

<"dation p:] ici'es.

We argued ‘abo've ‘that an elite

and education, - wou]d be unre]ated .

"" Government employees, se\l f-e rd loye

employees do not diffev‘ in thejr pe
or-government service consolida 1on
preferences, despite some ].iterauj

in general, and communfty elites

elites with high education ‘are some

although ndne of the re]ationships,

nificant. - Conrnunity elites making

tend to favor the ]ibera] deve]o

correlation, between “~income and poH
concerning supporte for the responde

cehter (r=.144).




nve connnn under]ying perceptual pa(ameté A
I]S have yet to be 1mp1emented in NorthwesS\:x

iew to the area, we may inquire as to uhether\;

<;jluences policy‘preference. We find‘that

ites reporting previous knowledge of ,

 Tess likely to favor any aspect of growth
i ’ -2

3

mi]iar with the concept. Thus, we may

* growth center (r— 141) and 118. respective]y) but amvibalance enters in
&

community being designated a growth center {r=.054). Commun1ty context
e social .bases of growth centers support--
5 o : .
hso]idation--assured that our findings are

. ppears unre]ated however, to gither indicator of support.for community or - |

» R

coqnty serv1ce consolidation. presumably because all’ conmunities--at least’ in

‘liarfty with grdwth centers deve]opment o : “L~ theory-bwouid benefit from an expapsion and forma]ization of service consoli-
P

. ' - " dation poiieies. " N
. . - N

er corre]at7on coefficients for the We argued above that an elite's occupat1ona1 nexus, as “well’ as income

deve]opmenn policy dependent variables-and
b]esvdiscjfsed above Consider}ng first

and education, wou]d be unre]ated to liberal deveTopment po]icy preferences

E
:
1
. Government emp]oyees;aself-employed-business persons, and splaried business
Lontext on/growth centers policy preferences, emp]oyees do not differ in. their policy preferences for efther growth centers

psbbetueen respondent's community being a

>

or government service conso]idation Age 1s sim11ar1y unrelated to policy

hd his/her support for these policies, The o f' . preferences despite some literature arguing the "conservatism" of the aged
)

th respect to conmunity population size. . A - 1o general, and conmunity ‘elites in particu]ar (Lowry. 1968), Névéfthéiéss;

y positive relationship (r=.087) to support elites with high education are somewhat opposed to all five policy indicators.

cept, a moderately low correlation‘(r=:1$]) ' ’ . .although none of the relationships are large enough ‘to be statistica]]y sig-

g . s M

Bs- a growth cenfer. and a statistically nificant. Conmunity elites making high incomes, on’ the other hand, genera]]y

favoring a neighboring community as a growth , tend to favor the liberal deve1opment polic1es However. the on]y zero- order

highlight . P°te"tia] conflicts over the e IRt correlation between Ancome-and -faldcy: preferqnqe that is sizable is that )

“fth EIites from large comnunities strongly s ‘ concerning support for the respondent’s community being designated as growth«

e f:. o B center (r=.144). = . R
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'jimpl,ications of the home comnunity as a cenzer for pub]icosubsidization of

{ N s - t y - h_“
. i~ 18 - e o4 :‘}‘ ;
o Ne find that support for environmentaI reform ténds to be negative]y * : - munity--as yell as. ensuri’g that
- . i
re]ated to four of the five po]icy issues with a mode\ately ldw, but. statis- e _ in.the near f’”tu“& Thus, ‘1berd
tically’ significant coefficient (r- - 150) prevaiHng in the case of support o for iberal deveIOpment po]icy wh
.for the’ reSpondent s .comunity being se]ected as a gr(9wth center. Indeed, 4 h n connection 15 less: clear when pla

: mu]tivariate analysis confirms that the nositive'correlation of educatio’n’ ing of a growth center designatio

Even though 1ibera1 attitude

and /the negative re]at)onship 6f income to support for the home comnunity as_

+ /ATgrowth center are the spurious resu}ts of the less we]]-educated but’ 1iberal deve]\opment;;po]icy suppor;
TTTbEYief that the governmenj: should’

tini and Hanf, 1972, 'for a simi’iar finding) Apparent]y. comnunit_y leaders not assocfated with these policy |

Asympathetic to “environmental reform tend to reject the econbmio groyth : _deve]opmen't #rqﬁegies involves el

.them--to locate in selected “micre

industrial production (and the po]]ution and disameni\ties caused’ ‘by. indus- B o regtons. . These who Support growt
- . ’ . - . . .

. tria]ization) ‘ - PR S e - » tion, then, are not criticdl of by

Neifare state ]ibera]ism is quite consistent'[y (and positive]y) cor-
re]ated with support for both types of development po]icy Put somewhat ) ' RS

‘different;l‘y.-e]ites who ' reject the legitimacy of a state role in-ameliorat- b

1ng f:he problems of the poor and disadvantaged ténd to oppose both growth

" centers and government service consolidation with these correlations being

dation However. ‘the

particu]ar]y strong in the case of serv'lce con

Elites from West ‘Centrai' Wise

,‘support a neighboring ccommyn{ty being a growth _ﬂfﬁnter.is tn.thﬁ Positi“e~~ favorof 1iberal development poli

‘“direction, but not statistica]'ly significant (r— 719) The imp]ication o L o
" that the conservatism of entrench

‘agafn is that hile ideo] m?a lay some role- in cterminin ort for
9 v ogy ¥ play some ro determ 9 supp i~ : preventing socia] change. Nevert

liberal development po]icies. interest a'lso p]ays 4 vital ro]e Growth T :
* vinced, aboit growth centers at 'I
centers in cormunities other “thidn gie ey Wl‘r“pmbab]y help the home comunity’s ' o :
: nat be growth centers in the régio

poor much less than the disadvantaged ]iving‘in the actual growth center com- _ ,
: e e . ; . reiterate Martinson and:Schulman'

. B . R
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nvironmiﬁ}al reform ‘tends to. be negative]y ’ ' R " munity--as well as'ensuring that one's own community will grow very little
icy {ééuég,{yitn a moderately low. but statis-\; T : in the near future.” Thus, liberal welfare- state i eology underpin§ support
\xevailing in the case of support : S S for 1ibera1 deve10pment po]icy when the home community benefits but the

Y s a growth center.. Indeed R 'connection is less ciear when p]anners find another conmunity more deserv--

that the osit}v% corre]ation of education ST ing Of a growth center designation. . = _

Even though liberai attitudes regarding the we]fare state contribute to

s resu]ts of ¢héfie55 we]]-educated. but 1ibera1 deve]opment policy support. liberal attitudes toward business--the

a’ <y

tes oppbsing ﬁnvijpnméntal reform (see Costan-" . = ° o o be]ief that the government shou]d,//[gkplbsely regu]ate corporations--are d
% ' ' ~' .not pssociated with these policy preferences. Again, the nature of liberal

_i L development strategies involves encouraging corporatlons-—and not coercing
o "g; them-—to locate in se]ected "micropnii}an" conmun1tie§ in ungerdeve]oped

- é . f‘regipns. These_who»support growth centers and governmept serv#%e consoiida-

I ©  tion, then, are not,critica] of businéss, a]though,they~arevﬁi1]ing to

accept certain forms of state intervention in the econonug Thus, liberal ~

s quite consistently (and positive]y) cor-

. oc:g« S

ypes of deve]opment po]tﬂy Put somewhat -

S

N

"deve]opment policies 'appear to have something of a “corporate liberal® .

“ole in dmeliorat- S (Weinstein, 1968; Eakins, 1966) constituency, viewing development in terns

d disadvantagea'te d to’ oppose both growth ' - A ® of state regulation of the eronomy -in the interests of pusineﬁe.J T
i : i’ =N . ’ . . g . Y .

;‘: i £l‘u

conso]idation. wit hesefﬁﬁrre]ations being

. = o “al
v N | L .- ¢ 4 L)

¢ . St © . DISCUSSION. I I . ¥
Elftés from West Lentral Wiioonoin communities dre quite solidly in
“favor of liberal development poiicies.‘and planners should héve Tittle worry
“that the conservatism of entrenched.e]iteS'in this underdeveloped region is

i
preventing social change. Neverthe]ess the genéral population-is not con-

A vinced, about growth centers at ]east. ‘and §f they had their way there wou]d
- Hty's
home ‘9mmunity not be growth centerS»in"the region's- future. It is also of 1nterest to

& ~ reiterate Martinson and Scbu]man s~(1915) conc]usion that it is not the working
: S _' . B x! . -

- e 3 f

-
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e o oot
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class expressing great, opposition. but primarily the midd]e class and farmers:

Thus. growth centers appear to exhibit a surprising constituency of comnunity
elites and ]ow income, nonfarm, families. -

Support for >growth centers. and government service conso]idation are

interrelated, supporting our hypothesis of,, common under]ying policy parameters

and simi]ar constituencies. There is some amount of comnunity‘e]ite resist-

ance to such po]icies. however. and this resistance exhib"its configurations of

both ‘{declogy and interest. He] fare-state conservatives tend to oppoge. each’

) aspect of\'iibera] development, pol icy. and elite opposition is most pronounced . ..

w,ben. in the case of growth centers, the home community i bypassed as a .
.center f.or socioeconomic development. In a simﬂar vein. elites from large
conmunities--which presumably have the greatest chance of becoming.growth

) centers--tend to favor gro.wth- centers if theit- communi'ty is selected, but are
less~favorable, to growth centers if their community is.:‘se]ecte;i Likewise.
el 1\t.es from high socioeconomic status comnunitfes strong]y favor their com-

. munity as a growth center. but are no more -1ikely than the remainder; of the
sample to favor a né’ighboring comnunity to be so designated,,y Corrmunity eon-
text is, however. unrelated to government service conso]idation po]icy pre-
ferences. . . i '

Growth centers policy is obvious]y more controversia] than government
service conso]idation. at’ least in terms of the p%sent strategy of encourag-
ing vo]untary cooperative service agreements among ‘communities and counities
(and w1thout the formation of autonomous extra-comnunity administrative
bodies) ‘The designation or nondesignation of a given comnunity as a growth

center has tremendous impl ications for the community 3 futurer-its growth

rate, popu]ation composition, environmenta] qua]ity. and conInunity life sty]es

<

The elite and ndZ
comunity s interestﬂ‘and the pos‘sii

gr[wth centers decision-making, . A

;}'@ the general citizenry are divi<

g even’ become a rea]ity A] S0, oppo*
‘population 1s most intense in conm
rtinson and Schu]man. 1975)--1aw

s

cdlfmumties ehtes tend to be st

] But. assuming the ]ikeTy--tha :
’ out over the rank- and file populat‘
s tm engage in live]y confiicts over
" “growth center designation In gem
; growth centers if their comnunity 1
‘our sample of. comnunity leaders fa}
~.'_‘ ‘_munit‘y s bypassed. »But-_in a giveé
' coa]ition of wel fare-state conservj
: menta] protection opposing treir c(
imp]ementati‘on of a regiona] growtl

not 1ikely be a consensua] process.

-y ¥ that might deve]op wi]] not flow pl

and we suggest’ that this phenomenor

, domestic deve]opment literature.

!
v Indeed the community ]eadersﬁ

\

~‘quite well aware of its interests a "

:

liberal development policies. Over

i comnunity elites in this essentia]]

i
)
k
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. but prinarily the middle class and farmers.

xhibit a surprising constituency of conmunity

o

mi]ies

nd government service conso] idation are - .
thesis of .common under]yinf policy parameters
re is some amount of comyunity elite re\sist- g
and this reststance exhibits configurations u'f
fare state cdnservatives tend to oppoSe each
'licy. and elite opposition is, mosi: pronounced
ers, the horne cormlunity is bypassed as a
; nt. Ina simi]ar vein' e]ites frorn 'Iarge
ve the greatest chance of bec0ming growth
ters if their c%mmunity is se]ected but are
if their comnunity is selected. " Likewise.
tatus conmunities strong]y favor .their com—ﬂ
re no_more Hkely than the rernainder of the’
4 unity to be so designated. Conmunity con-
'vernment service consolidation policy pre-
viousiy more controversia] than government
in terms of the present strate'gy of encourag-
agreements among cormlunities and counties

tonomous extra-comnun,ity administrative

esignat’ion of a given comunity as a growth

ns_ for the community's futurel'-,its growth

jvironmental quality, and community Tife styles.
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The elite and noneiite data suggest differential interpreta(:ions f their. -

community’ s/ni;frest and the possibility of a variety of confiict’s ‘over® *

21

growth centers decision-making S’xAt the most basic ievei conmunity elites

" and the genera] citizenry are divided over whether growth centers shou]d .

even become a réaiity Al so. opposition to growth centers among the genera]

population is most intense in conmunities likely to become growth centers .

(Martinson and Schulman. 1975)-—1arge, affluefnt cormlumties--whi]e these

communities’ e'lites tend to be strong]y supportive. ;

But assulmng the like]y--that state p]anners and corrmunity el thes win . T

i

out over the rank- and file popu]ation--the region s residents may be expected

to engage in Tively conflicts over which conmumties u'ltimate]y wi]] get the N

growth center designation

'V our sample ‘of comnumty leaders favor growth.centers even if the home com-

munity is bypassed, But™

Iri-general, the e]ites are more favorab]e ta.

‘ growth centers if' their ommunity is se]ected--a]though a sizab]e rnajority of

', given communtt«)uwe mrexpett a sornewhat un'iike'ly

coalition of we]fare state conservatives and, e]ites sympathetic to environ-

mental protection opposing their comnunity as-a growth center. Thus. the

implementation of a regiona] growth cepte_rs plan in West Central Wisconsin will

not er]y be a consensual prod&ss

Nevertheless, it is‘clear the'opposition

- that m}ght developvwil] not flow primarily from the region s “traditionalism "

and we suggest that this phenornenon has been overemphasized in the American’

. domestic development literature.

°

Indeed, the community leadership in Nest Central Wisconsin appears to be

quite well aware of its interests and how they are likely to be enhanced by

liberal deve]opment po]j;ies. Overall, it is remarkable the,extent to which

communi ty elites/in/this essentially underdeveloped region are attuned to the

a
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problems and opportun1t1es of the contenipcrary economy. The comnun1ty . L
W elite data suggest that 1iberal deve]opment po]icies exhibit something of

" an emerging “corporate Hoeral“ constituency-

‘ cons,tituency which supports o
S~ oa state-cen;raliied integration of socia m55es‘ ano economiq regions in '
the interests of busineés.‘ This would ‘see'avtv'i; be a conducive structure - ‘ .
i for rationa]izing--in the Weberian sense (seeJCo]Hns 1975)--the rural °

hinterland for large scale’ corporate product1on.' o : *
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B We thus suggest that the co
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K

. ponmumty elites haye resided in

'and?coriinunli-ty ‘developine”nt preferet
2 'i
we f‘md that e]ites with pri

-tend to’ be those ]iving 1n ]arge c

: vo]untary assoc1ations and goverr

;
;
I
;




2
the contemporary economy. The comnunity
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-~ that diverge from those of equall%affluent non- e]ites
recent]y, in many i:ases because the drea is. not developed industrially and-

. ‘cities (Martmson and. Schulman, - 1975) «By contrast over 80 percent ‘of the "

T and conmunity development preferences R

~ tend to be those 1iving in large communities, E

FOOTNOTES -

e S e

1. : .
We thus suggest that the comnunity leader ro1e shapes attitudes in ways -

1t ‘also appears that

~many of the high inc e residents of Northwest Hisconsin have moved there : ?.
provides a more p]easant residentia] environment than that available in large )

community e'Iites have residg?! in their commumtx rnore than 10’ years:\ Thus,

comiunity elites and aff]uent non-ehtes may d1ffer great1y in er styhes Lt

»
D
e

5 .
We find that elites with pmviouunouledge of growth centers proposals

uent participants - in

Vbl untary associations, and government emp]oyees

'
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1ntroductory statement ‘was made:
. .v N . N R e N "
« . Helanly. ‘ : . N . o : be designatéd as 'growth centers' |

" - u'einsteiﬂ James ’ ) s state and federdl agencies as wel
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%» R i ' . ! _ . a question asking: "“Do you favor |
i

4 .. ; . [J AR - ;
. ’ . . k
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3 (ed.), Rural Development; Research

lowa State University Press. 1. Suppor'*t for the Growth anter Development .Concept was measured in a
o S slightly 'djfferent way in the studies of the community elites and non-elites,

.
~

In Martinson and Schulman's (1975)frandom sanple, survey, the following .. - — S

5 . D ’ . : ) . ] C
rica. Second Edition.. Chicago: Rand _ introductory statement-was-made:... "Another proposal {s that certain cities .
) o ) . ) o N B vl ]

be designated as. .'growthk‘centker‘fé;_""énd'w0u1d receive add{tional suppdr:ETrTm"

-

*st’a_t'e' and federal agencies as well as from local taxes to éxpand their

1 State. Boston: Beacum Fress, . ...
. B °

.seryices. to.attract. business.and. industry.”...This statement was follgwed with
- a qtjgstion asking: "Do you faver-er oppose this proposal in Northwest Wis-

' in_the !iber ; :

consin. '} The" response to this question comprise the support for growth

. ; - center development concept variable among the random sample survey.'.ma‘s,p.on.d;..w.m._,_.w

o " ents. * v .

In the case of .vthg,_ivn‘t,erview. schedule for the community elifes, the
e erview sched . y IIEE3, he

" . ’ ‘ ) N . growth centers' questions were preceded by this statement:

Let me briefly exptain the "growth center" idea. First, the
S ’ purpose of the propnsed plan is to provide more and better
. services for the peuple living in ryral areas--including
services which will tend to attract more business and industry.
t It would allow communities in these rural areas to provide
- ) o ~enough employment so that -young pevptewill not be forced to ,
- . ’ o leave the area in order to get good jobs. The State govern- .
5 e : : . ment feels that more jobs in rural areas will help Wisconsin
RTINSO . : . ) get a balanced population--in other words, so thdt the . i
' ‘ . population of the State will not continue to be concentrated -
more and more in just a few large cities. Because some com-
munities have potential for growth, the State and Federal
governments would like to help them develop that potential.

-

* ! ' However, the State does not have enough money td®help every K
) ., i rural community"gro,w and become an, industrial-commercial center. - . ,
' R o . ’ . ;o The State government has proposed a plan which will attempt to '
" ’ T s0lve the growth problems in West Central Wisconsin. ,One of the -
, . . : . larger comunities in each rural area will be chosen as a “growth
;o . " : 7 v ‘ < :
a 0 . s" -
Q ’ .
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e
center*. Growth center co«mu“ities~wou1d receive financia]

ment local: tax revenues for providing services. . This would

S .......8))ow growth center communities to expand their. ser!isgéfjn

A orde¥ to attract-more-business-and -industry... In return for

’ --r-thesé-financial aids, the growth center communities will be

expected to share some services with riearby communities which
were not selected as growth centerst_kln_th;it:ay, neighboring
commanities and townships will enjoy some o e-benefits of . .|
economic development even though: these comuunities did-not
grow very much themselves. . .

L aym

This introductgry state@ent was followed by a_subsequent question from whicr
comnunity elites* responses to support for the growth centers deve]opment
- -concept.were taken: "Do you genera]]y faver or oppose ‘this idea of "growth

vtvoenters‘ in West Centra]'Nisconsin?"

The introductory statements obvious]y differ greatly, at least in length,

if nat the extent of “salesmanship.” evertheless,'both statements stress

the same industry-attracting parameter of growth centers, a]though the

RSy

Support for Kespondent s Conmunity Being Designated a Growth Center

was mgasured with an identical question in both;sam%: “"Would you .favor .

or oppose your community”becoming a growth center?"
: . . .

Support for a growth center being estab]ished 1n a neighboring

5 3'

nitz uas also measured with the sdme question among both the conmunity
elites and the-random 'sample: -"Suppose your community was.. not Chosen as a
growth center. " Would you. favor or oppose a growtn center within 25 or 30

mi]es of ‘this commuqity?" - ?

.

and ‘technical aids from State and Federal agencies to supple- -

a

.

3

0

) ..

o [}

4, Support. for general comm

with this question;

- 4 Several commnities ‘in -t
w - } into a tax base sharing
. - ! elim throat" cg

tax base and also more e
» ~burdens, and risks of ecq

“cooperating cummunities.
centage of all communiti
pooled to provide service
;inéus&ryhto Lthe ar ang
Do you generally
for this région of co

_ This and a1l sybsequent variables

pa

5. Support for'service consol
(among community elites only) was m

Counties with 1ittle grow
- make local agreements bet
counties in order to shar
. services. In bdther words
together to provide trash
mmmmmudmmmam
favor or oppose this idea

6. Previous know]egge of gro

asking:
During the past year the |
working -on an economic de
regions of the State. . Th
establishment of "growth |
Have you ever heard of th
This question preceded the statemen
mentionid earlier. Persons answerii
residual a score of zero., likewise
policy variables were scored as qui
analysis. In each case, persons fa_1
score of one, and the residual was

definitely opposing the given propos

N
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comunities would receive.financial .
State and Federal. agencies to supple- . . s
for providing services.© This would St

nities to expand their seré¥ices in .
:5iness and industry. ' In.veturn for T

he growth center communities will be

services with nearby communities which

owth centers. In this way, neighboring L :

ps will enjoy sohe of the benefits of o ¢ °

en -though these conmunities did not ’ " : :

es. -

o]]owed by a subsequent question from which
pport for the growth centers deveJopment

'rally favor or oppose this idea of "growth ' 5.

-

Support for general:connmnity service consolidation was measured

: wfth this question:

Several communities in the Twin €ities areas have entered
into a tax base sharing agreement which is designed to
eliminate “cut throat" competition for pew industry and
tax base and also more equ1tab]y distribute the benefits,
burdens, .and r1sks of economic development among the
cooperating communities. . Under the plan, a certain per-
centage of all communities® property tax revenues are °
pooled to provide services which attract new business and
industry. to the area--and not just to any one community.

' . Do you genera]]y favor or oppose this type of arrangement

for this reglon of Wisconsin?

This and a]] shbsequent variables were measured on]y among the conmunity elites.

Support fnr service consolidation for low grnwth potential counties

n?" : . (among conmunity elites only) was measured with this gquestion:

obviously differ greatly, at least ‘in length,
p." Nevertheless, both statggents stress L. .
neter of growth centers, although the

omplete explanation of the mechanics of - :
] . " ' ‘ [

: asking:
- Community Being vesignated a Growth Center

estion 1n both sampies: “Would you favor »

. a growth center?®

a

[}

Counties with little growth potential might be able to

make local agreements between themselves and neighboring
counties in order to share ‘the costs of providing better:
services. In dther words, several counties might get
together ta provide trash and garbage disposal, better law -
enforcement, doctors and medical treatment, etc. Do you
favor ur oppose this idea? '

Previous knowledge of growth centers' proposals was determined by

-

‘During ‘the past year the State of Wisconsin has been

working on an economic. development plan for the rural s

regions of the Stdte. The proposed plan stresses the
establishment of “growth centers” in these rural regions. °
Have you evér ea:dng£§§he growth center proposa]?

ter being estaﬂﬁisbed in_a neighboring | - s question preceded the statement about the- nature of growth centers po]icx
LA . .
he same questipn among-bGth the community mentioned earlier. ‘Persons answering "yes" were given a score of one and the

ppose your.community was not chosen as a

; oppose a growtp.center within 25 or 30
: N ! P

| ERIC IR

A Fuiiext provided by R

residual a score of zero.
. ana]ysis.

. ' i : definite]y opposing the given proposa]

Likewise. the five previous 11bera1 deve]opment

po]icy variables were scored as dunnw variab]es for the zero-order correlation

In each case, persons favoring the given proposal were assigned a

score of one, and the residual was asc<ianed a score of zero (including persons

persons not sure, and missing data).

.
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‘7. 8 omwnity mgu]ation size and comun'ltx ncioeconomic status

4
were derived from 1970 U.S. Gensus data for cities and minor civil divisions

Community popu]ation size” wasndefined in terms of the actual population size
of the city or minor civil divisions, and each respondent was- as&‘lgﬂed the

- score corresponding with the 1970 -population size of his/her conmunity

Community socioec0nomic status was operationalized as the proportion of the

‘adult (25 years of age or older) popu]ation in the respondent s conmun'lty
mth eight or less years of formal education. Because this is a "reverse
indicator." the reciprocal of the proportion of comfunity. Mh eight
or less years of education was derived and the appropriate score assigned

to each individual from the conmunity

.

.9, 10, 1, 12, Educationi income, emg]oyer, age, and Eo'litica'l

party preference were méasuredrwith direct questions asking for number of
years of schooling comp]eted,{tpta] family income, current occg,gation and
employer, age, in years, and pd\lli'tical party prefe’rence. respectively. Edu-
~cation 'was operationalized in }terms of the midpoint of the income category
chgsen. Age was defined operatwna]]y as the exact age in years. Repub'lican
and Democratic Party preferences were defined as dummy variables with for
example, persons identifying as a Repub]i‘can assigned a score, of one, and
the residual a score of zero. Employer was alsc defined in'terms of three
dumpy variab'les: government employee, ,seif_—emp]oyed business person, and
sal'aried employee of a business " "

\
- 13, Hel fare-state Hberalism was operationa]ized as a three-item 1 Likert

o

scale. The constituent items were: “Are you for a federal health insurance

program covering men and women .of all ages;" "Are you for a guaranteed annual

income." Each of these items was administered with a semantic differential

forma,i:,with bersons ﬁbst strongly supporting each statement given high scores.

3036

14, . Liberalism vis-a-vis staf

alized as a three-item Likert scali
you, for‘ less government regu]ation‘

tions should primarily ensure the |

" the nation is dependent upon the w

revising the tax structure so that:
tions and ,those with large incomes
semanticdifferentia] format, agai'
given stafement assigned a hig'h‘sc

15. Support for environmental

type scale. "The constithent items
pollution, it should be forced to !
would lose their: jobs," and 2). N
mean more income and jobs, but. it |
water pollution. Thinking about y
set up a new plant nearby creating:

ov oppdse‘this plant if it wocld by

. pollutign?"

"The first item was a semant\ic':
-asiced to strongly agree, 'aéree. div
from one tp fi\;e. with_high scores:

’ i’ndustria],po]Aluters. Respondents;
'assigned a score of three. 'i'he se,
persons,;who opposed the plant we‘re"
‘the plant were given a score of on‘

opposed the new industrial p]ﬁit W




size and community socioeconomic status

s data for cities and minor civil divisions,
fned in terms ‘of the actual oopulation size
ons, and each respondent was assigned the

' population size of his/her community.

s operationa]ized as thejproportion of the
population in the respondent's comunity

1 education. Because this is a "reverse
proportion of‘community adults with eight .

erived, and the appropriate score assigned
nity.

, income, employer, age, and politica]

ith direct questions asking for number of

tal fami]y income, current otcupat1on and
'ticai party preference, respective]y Edu-
rms of tne midpoint of the income category
pnaliy.as the exact age in years. Republican
;were defined as dunnw‘variabies with, for

a Republican a'ssigned a score of one, and
mployer was also defined in terms of three

loyee, sel f-employed business person, and

sm was oberationalized as a three-item Likert
jre: “Are you for a federal health fnsurance
f all ages;" "Are you for a guarantged annual

js administered with a semantic differentia]

1y supporting each statement given high scores.

T

14, Liberaiism vis-a-vis state® regulation of business was also operation-

{;h]ized as & three-item Likert scale, consisting of the following items: Are
:_you for less government regulation of business;* "Government laws and regula-
}rtions should primyrily ensure the prosperity of ousiness. since the health of -

}the natfon is dependent upon the well-being of business;" and "Are you for.

‘revising the tax structure so that the burden falls more heavily on.coroora-

'dions and those with large incomes." These items were administered.with a

'emantic differential format, again with- persons most strong]y favor1ng a
given statement ass1gned a high score.

15. §_pport for environmental: reform was measured with a two- item Likert-

t&pe scale. The constituent items were: 1) "If an industry cannot control its
.pollution. 1t shou]d be forced to shut down. even if a large number of peop]e
WOuld lose their jobs," and 2) "New industry in this part of the state will.
mean more income and Jobs, but it might also lead to an incrédse in air and
water pollution. Thinking about your own community, if a company wanted to
set up a new b]ant nearby.creatino many new, well-paying joos..would you favor
or oppose this plant if it would bring a substantial increase in ‘afr and water
poliution?" ‘
The first item was a semantic diiferentiai item--i.e., respondents were
asked to strong]y agree, agree, disagree or strongly- disagree--and was scored
from one to five, with high scoges indicating agreement with shutting down

industria] po]‘%ters. Respondents who gave "don't know" or no response were ‘

assigned a score of three. The second item uas'a]so scored from one to five;

'persons'who opposed the plant were assigned a score of five, persons who £dgo;ed

the}p]ant were given a score of one, and respondents who neither favored nor

opposed the new industrial plant were assigned a score of three.
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) Sample Count, - Sample County Income . o . Sampie Couy|
i Response . (N=231) - (N=22) , (N=393) (N=195) - (N-58) o ) Response (N=231) °  (N=
¢ ’ - . . '
Favor - 76 ' 82 ) .48 47 42 L ~ Favor 73 8
Oppose 20 .14 34 7 .48 _ o Oppose . B
- Not Sure, oo ) ) , . Not Sure, .
1 Not Ascertained 4 . 5 17 16 10 ' ’ Not Ascertained 3
i . . . » 3 . : .
. . . 4 , .
j _— — — - — o ~ Totals - 100 X. 10
; Totals*% . 100 101 . 99 100 100 R 4 k
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S . : Non-Elites*
oix - Total  St. Croix  High
y Sample County Income °
:{ : ~ (N393)  (N195) T (N-58)
; . B -
| . e a7 2
f‘ 3 37 . 48
17 16 19/
/ 99 ,150 100 "
— - - o
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. TABLE 2. Support for Respondent's Commyunity Being Designated a Growth
e o . Center Among Community-Elites and NontElites Percentages).
N - - S .
- : ‘ . Community Elites ; Non-Elites
_— A Totai ' St. Croix Total  St. Croix  High
. I Sample County * _ Sample County ¢ . Income
Response | . (W231) (w22} . (8=93)  (8195)  (NeS8)
Favor .13 82 40 38 28
.Oppose Tt 24 18 46 52 67
Not Sure, . s“‘ . i ‘ - o .
Not, Ascertained™ i/ 3 0 x~ .14 o0 5
. - i - . - . hs - 2
e — JE— e T — I e
. - .. : At
Totals . 100 100 - ) 100 - 100 TQG"‘-"
T - *SOURCE:, Martinson and Schulman (1975). \
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 TABLE 3. Support for a Growth- Center Belng Establish, 'ln & Neighboring ; TABLE 4. Support for Gavernment Sd
Community, If the Respondent’s Community is-Not Chosen as a p : . Among Community Elites (F
Growth Center, Among Community Elites apd N -Elites (Percentages) /
R o . §
: Comnunity Elites ~x% " Non=-Elites* 5
Total st. Croix Total  St. Croix . High _ General Comnunit
. , Sample - County - Sample, . County ~ Income Response - Service Consolid
Response (N=231) (N= 22) (N=393) (N=195) (N=58) "
. : T . Favor A : 74
Favor " 68 77 - 64 69 63 i . .
_ - i oA _— S Oppose . .22
Oppose- K 28 23 2. . 2 32 : :
— : . e R YO Not Sure, S
Not Sure, - . L o 5 Not Ascertained - 5
Not Ascertained 4 o- o1’ 10 -5 - N .
—_— — — — — Totals* . 100
Totals 100 - - 100 B 1(_)0 100 100 ~ .
y T d *Totals differ from 100 due t
*SOURCE: Martinson and Schulman (1975). .
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. Non-Elites*

Total - St.-Croix  High
Sample County - Income: "

(N=393)  (N=195) . (N=58) .
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24 o2 32 [~
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. TABLE 4. Support .for Government Service Consolidation Po]icles ‘

Among Community Elites (Percentages)

i

Policy

]

General Community

Service Consolidation for Low

Response  ° Service Consolidation Growth Potentfal Counties
. = v ' : R ‘ °
Favor 8 an . 88 .
' Oppose . 2 . o n
Not Sure, - o Y, C
Not Ascertained - 5 o
Totals* "o L 99

»

*Totals differ from 100 due to rounding errors.
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