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The rural hinterland as a focus for economic development has received

considerable interest in recent year's for iwo major reasons. American cor-,
4

porations have found the large metropolitan areas increasingly less profit

able locations for industrial activit

fiscal probleMs.oflocalgovern

and other reasons (see, for

corporatiOns have looked

sites. .'Secondly, .rural

been persistent ;once

increasing, effort h

because of high labor costs,'the

the high costs of pollution abatement,

e, O'ConnoP, 1973, 1974). Thus, many

rural areas as more profitable production

obal/Underdevelopment and rural poverty have,

f government officials and social scientists, and

expended to help ameliorile the economic problems

-of the rural hiaterla d (Copp, 1972; Nolan and Heffernan, 1974).

,

Academicians/ ai9A certain governmental agencies -- chiefly the Economic
.

Development Admini tration7-have cooperated to fgrOo4aie a series of.
i

solutions-to hkra 'regional underdevdlopment probleMS which we term "liberal
/

development ilili ies." These liberal developmentirolktes have two major

underlying car cteristicv: 1) the Strategies revolve arou eextra7community

governmental,(r gulation and assistance, or localgOvernmen, cooperation,

so

. .

aim

1
at mitigating the undesirable spin-offs 0/the free market, and

. p

2) e:underl ing goal isjo. attract private investment o. selected com-

mudities an encourage private corporations. to employ Ole unemployed and

bolster t p incomes of the poor: These poliefes are hus solidly within the

bAmeri'can.J1iteral tradition of state intervention to make private investment
o

ana econ mi expansionpOfitable, while hopefully improving the livelihoods,

of those l ft behind in the competitive struggles for advantage on the

laiSSez re'market (Martinson and Schulman',
7

4975; Dowd, 1974)..
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In this paper we concern ourselves with perhaps the two predominant

liberal" development strategies which have flowed from the repertoire of

iberal. academicians and sate bureaucrats: "growth centers" and the

onsolidation of government services. Our specific 'intent is to analyze

'upport patterns-for these development policies: among a sample of elites

rom 32 communities in a largely underdeveloped rural region of Wiscodsin.

he analytic focus is twofold: We filit assess overall levels of support

mong community elites and then compare the magnitude of elite support,

here possible, wi h ttiatvf a random sample of residents fr2m the same'

egion: The so aland ideological bises of community elite support for'

iberal devel nt policies-are then examined, and relevant comparisons

ith'non7elites are again made. 77

iky-/

I

. a

THE BACKGROUND OF LIBERAL DEVELOPMENT'P46C1ES '

,FOR THE AMERICAN RURAL HINTERLAND

Despite the apparent rapidity of Amierican economic, iieielopment clueing

the past two centuries, this development has been Characteristically

'( "uneven" (Dowd, 1974; 'Mirth, 1966;, Perloff, et al:, 1960): ./!Pockets of

regional poverty, as well as substantial poverty within developed urban

areas, have been a persistent part of tile American economic landscape since

tile consolidation of the post-Revolutionary War'flation-state. The problems.

of the underdeveloped rural hinterland haie concerned aiatiOtirbUinanitarian,

as well as pragmatic political-economic reasons. ilnderdeveloppd rural

have been the breeding grounds for a variety of "extremist" sOcio-.
/ regions

I 1polit'

I i 1 movegigntsfrom both the left and thi right- -and are by their very
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. a.
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les Which have flowed from the repertoire of
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tivices. Our specific intent is to analyze

Olopmentpolicies among a sample of elites

'ay underdeveloped rural region of Wiscodsin

: We first assess overall levels of support

in compare the magnitude of elite

random sample of residents from

Ogical bases of community elite support for

ire'then examined, and relemaot
S

,

support,

the same

'
P LIBERAL CIEVEPMENT POLICIES
IIERICAA 1JRAL HINTERLAND

comparisons

,

Johnson; 1972;11 erld,-1951; itrnhauter, 9540.4cCoineJl. A969),. ...

never beeeveri successful in integre ng thosewho suffer from regional:

economicipbalances into the. polit , economy, or society, although a

substantial 'number of potential more' suecensful "liberal" deVelopment

strategies have been propos and /or implemented. on a trial bast's:
1,

"Growth centers" a the consolidation of government servies are two
.

of the more promising ethods currently under consideration for ameliorating

rural regional und aevelopment problems. As we mentioned earlier, these

strategies invo ve a considerable amounte (extra-community) state inter -

vention to unteract undesirable outcomes of free market processes. As

'such, th e is a growing agreement among sotiologists,- econemists, political'

Odity of. American. economic development during

kievelopment has been.characteristical.6--

[

1966; Perloff, et al., 1960). rockets of

bbstantial .poverty withill developed urban

part of the American economic landtcape since

-Revolutionary Mardailon=state. The, problems

interland have cdircerned many for humanitarian

1-eeonoinic-easons. Underdeveloped rural
4

'gratin& for a variety of "extremist" cio-

.the left and the right-70d are by their very

nufactured products of industry (Ash, 1972;

r

or )4

an maldistribution of population will failtoP LimoveT2oc_wilbecome

sts, and planners that problem-, of rural poverty,

4.,

worse, unless geTnment influences the operation of the market (see, for

example, Maki and Berry, 1966; Pulver,-1970;',T eeben,1974',DonohuO; 1974;

Heady,.1974; Maki, 1.973).

Inlightof the obvious political obstacle involved in direct cor-

porate repayment for their past direct and indi ect exploitation of rural

communities, the rural poor, and the non - renewa le rural resource base (see,

noto andZone, 1974), ego-

nt Alley envision state

, 0

fori example, Caudill, 1970; Padfield, 1971; Fuj

temporary architects of rural regional developm

subsidization of corporate production within ru

' option. The thrust of liberal development poli

ion in selected rural orsmall.metropolitan cities; but not directly legis-

rilnreas as the only feasible

ie4Ils to encourage product-

late the locational dedition'of individual,

10 5



The "growth centers"conceptrefers to deSignating a community as a

center for public investment in infrastructure and services so as to make

the gi4dn'tOMMUliftrtlearly-more-prefetAblgilr industrial location than-------

neighboring, nongrowth 'ceiiter communities. The general 0014ciple invOlYed"

is that communitig$0461:4-ceetain minimum Size and wealth producA"Mbre-,..-

return to capital than smaller, less affluent communities. Public invest-

, ____
invest-

ment in growth center communities-,Along 'with tax breArintentW8 ta-

interested corporations--is argued to generate substantial. "multiplier' ',or

"spread effeds" and se).f-sustaining economic growth. The larger growtilV

enter places are anticipated to result in economies of scale and economic.

benefits out toward the periphery. Als6;:the revival of the "micropolitan.
_.

(Tweeten, 1974) codimunityeas a center of profitable capital accumulatioW4S

sugdestedto contribute to a more balanced distribution of the nationa'h; ,..;

....

population.

The designation ofxertain communities as grdwth centers i-Seonsidered

necessary for'Several reasons (although these communities;are already;*

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

felt the official--presumably statutory--designation of particular cOmmuni-
)

ties as grTh centers aids-in the...coordination of subsidies and incentives,

,and assures the maximum efficiency of invested,publiccapital. Secondly;`

many professional observers see intense cbmpetition among, numerous communi-
__

tieS for prospective inchAtry--competition leading to cieleterioils over-
/

capitalization of communities and less than optimal economies of scalCOOd

regional spread effects (-see, for example,. Colorado Rural DevelopmentCpm-

_

The consolidation of governme

center policies.- The basic _nat

'multimcommunity or multi-county co
.

and delivery of services such as in

, zoning, abatement of pollution "re

disposal, Obviously, some of thes

, 'decisions Of indiyidual _firms, whi

health and welfare of target poOuT
a

that thelprovislon.of-Services by

tommunletriebe.,somewhatmore ef,

.and'bettee ............... often und,

that cooperate on,servic# delivery

for private,invesJent because imoei

-7

services--paeticularly,industtial
1 . .

pective indUstry (see, especially,:

community which SbaresTitsserviti

mission, 1972; Hansen, 1971, 1972; Cumberland, 197TH Methee-details-onr- '
.

-"growth centee_policleSin the U.S. and abroad).

tempting site for tpew torperate,pel

these two liberal-development poll(

'development and rural poverty prob'

with the idea (see, for-Instance,

local opposition to such policies);

Support patterns among communi

are thus vital components of the PC
:

sumabli-,--attive elite opposition ti

and public administratori would doc

at 'best,
- half-hearted coopeiatfon.i

C
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Opt refers.to designating a community as'a

n infrastructure and services-so a%to make

irerpreferable for industrial Tocationthan

communities: The general principle involved

in minimum size and wealth produce more

. less Affluent communities. Public. invest-
,.

ies--along with tax break incentives to

,gued.to geherate substantial "multiplier" or

aining economic growth, 'The larger groWth

to result in economies of scale and economic

-ry. Also; the revival of the "micrdpolitan"

''center of prefitable-capital accumulation is

;re balanced distributiOnoirthe national

O.comMunities as growth centers

(although these communities are already, in

tes far: private investment). First, it is

stitdry--designation of particular communi-

the coordination_ofoubsidies andlotritiVes,

ency

('

bf invested public capital, Secondly,

intense competition among numerous ccimmUni-

-compel._ ion leading to dele'terioUs over -

and less than optimal economies of scale and

for example, Colorado Rural Development Com-.

972; Cumberland, 1971; for further-details-on

U.S. and abroad).

°

The consolidation of government services is a first cousin of growth ,

center policies. The basic nature of service consolidation, strategies is

multi-community or,multi-couhty cooperation in the funding, administration,

' and delivery of servicessuch as medical services, land use-planning and

1
-zoning, abatement of pollution "residuals," education, and solid waste

disposalObviously, some of these services are relevant toithe location

'decisions of individual firms, while others'are aimed more direttly at the
_ .

.health and welfare of target populations. Nevertheless, the assumption Is

that the.provision of services by goVernmental.onits larter than the local

community will be somewhat'more efficient, again through economies of scale

andbetter egployment of often underutilized facilities. Thus, communities

that cooperate on service delivery and administration will besmore-attractive

fOr private investment

services--particularly

pettive_industry (see,

community which shares

because more tax monies can be allocated to providing

industrial parks--of most immediate interest to prin-
. .,t

especially, Maki, i974)'. Clearly, a growth center
-

its service burdens with other Communities is a

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

1be4 development policies would do much to relieve rural under-
.

development and rural poverty problems--if only the people would go along

with the idea (see, for jnstance, Tweeten, 1974; and Pu)ver4 1970, regarding.

4local opposition to such policies).

.Support patterns among community elites for liberal development policies

are thus vital components of the potential suss of these policie$.
iv
Pre-

.

sumably, active elite opposition to the well-intentioned plans of academicians

and public administrator's would doom these liberal. development policies to,

at best, half-hearted cooperation. The policy preferences of nonelites are

1007
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clearly less' influential Jir policy success, because citizen input, if any

into public policy formation tends tobe'IncOnsequential esee Warren. 1972:

394.395). again despite the well-intentioned efforts on the part of some

public administrators. NeyertheleM the.opinions of-nonelites are of

sociological interest in relation to community and domestic development

theory.

Martinson and Schulman (1975) have investigated support for growth

centers among a randOm sample of respondents in Wisconsin's Nbrthwest..

argely underdeveloped, region. They report lees than enthusiastic support

a ng these nonelites, with less than 50 percent of their respondents favor:.

ing the general concept bf growth centers and the Specific prospect of their

community being designated a growth center. Martinson and-Schulman also

find persons most favorable growth centers.policY to be poor families

living in the post econothically-depressed communities -the places which

clearly have no chence.ta become growth centers. In addition, farMers were

a major lOcUs of opposition in spite of their generally low incomes, pre-.

iumably because farm families would have the leastto gain from more local

employment opportunities and income from mapufacturing..

Although Martinson and Schulman's middle and upper-middle class res-

pondents were ouite ambivalent about growth centers; we might anticipate

much more solid support for liberal development policies of all types from
1°

upper-middle class Community elites. Elites frOmthe private sector could

expect their'firms--as wellias new firms--to shre in the benefits of sub-

sidies froM growth center policies and government service consolidation.

Elites emplOyed in She public sector,(which. in our sample, at least, tend

o to occupy formal positions of community administrative or 'legislative power)

pt8

would likely derive political ben

of liberal development policies. ,

viewed gore.fovoraOy,by, 4;61 co

holding down newly-Createdibbs

the publiCinterest.

Indeed, we may anticipate re,

"'among community elites to perhaps,

ing of personal interests. As Pu

rural communities tend to be majo

regulation of the economy and ass

faire principles. PulVer argues

of liberal solutions to the probl-

tism" prelalent there.

The two4plincipal axes of'pol

liberal development policies are

business ideologies (seedfor exa

et al., 1960; free and Cantril,

. state action. to benefit the poor i

service consolidation support. El

welfare -state are likely to.ideol.f
two present strategies for allevia

potential benefits to the communit

axis of ideology- -the legitimacy o

occupies an ambivalent status:with

While growth centers and consolidi

mate role of the state in the econ

) )09
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nds to be IncOnSequential (See Warren, 1972:

1-intentioned \efforts on the part of some

eless, the OpiniOns of nonelites are of

on to community #9d domestic development

75) have investigated support for growth

f respondents, in WiSConsin's NOthWest,

They'repOrt less than enthusiastiCsupport

s than 50 percent q6heir.respoedeets favor-
.,

th centers and the specific prospect,Of.their

64h center. MaiAin$oi11 and Schulman also

;

'growth centers policy16 be poor families

-
7,depressed,communitiesthe places whiqh

le growth centers.. 'addition, farilersi.ere

!spite of their gener;TTy:low incomes* pier

-.,
Auld have the least to gafp from motelbcfl

(come from manufacturing.''.

plron's middle and upper- middle class es.-;,

'about growth centers, we might anticipate

r.al development policies of all types froM,

ites. Elites from theirOate sector could

new firms-';-to share in the:heeefits of sub7

les and goVernment'service

ector-{whichT-4n-Our-sam

ommunity administrative or

consolidation:_

p}er --ai tend

legislative power

would ciOly derive political benefits from assiting in the implementation

of liberal development Governmental leaders would certainly be-)

viewed more favorably by local corporate and business elites, and those

holding down newly-created jobs would feel political leaders were acting in

the public interest: 4.

Indeed, we may anticipate resistance to liberal development policies

among community elites tp perhaps derive moelfrom ideology thathe threaten-

ing of personal interests. As Pulver 11972Qlps pointed out, underdeveloped

rural communities tend to be major loci of."traditional" values where state

regulation of the economy and assistance. to the'poor are rejected on laissez-

faire principles,,, Pulver argues that a

of liberal solutiqns to the problems

tism" preValent therJ.

major barrier to the implementation-

of rural communities ifs the "cOnserva-
,

The two principal axes of political ideology of interest concerning

1.

liberal Aevelopmerl ipeolibies are "welfare- state" and state regulation of

Atiness,ideologies (see, for example, Dolbeare and Dolbeare, 1971; McCloskey.,

et al., 1960; Free and Cantril, 1968). The belief in the appropriateness-e4

state action to benefit the poor is clearly immediate to growth centers And

service consolidation support. Elites who reject the legitimacy of the

welfare-state are likelykto ideologically oppose state action regarding the

two present strategies for alleviating rural poverty -- regardless of the

potential. benefits to tpe community leader and his/her community. The other,,

axis of ideology--the legitiMacy of state regulation of business activity--

occuOies an ambivalent status with-respect by liberal developreent policies.

While growth centers and consolidation'of government ser ces imply a legiti-

mate role of the state in the economy, those who suppo such policies.afe
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---T---7°-'-;likeTy not critical ofthe performance of corporations (0.0e, for example..

'growth centers and consolidation'of government services are directly or

indirectly aims at attracting' industry to and-helping it prosper withiethe

host comMunity). us, we anticipate no diseernibleyelation between support

for iibgial development policies and political ideologices supporting state

actforrio regulate business; because this ideology is somewhat Peripheral. to

what amounti.lo state subsidization of

Nevertheless, interests of aim-fifty-elites may enter into growth center

policy-Preferences. Remembering that only a few communities in a -large region

are likely 49/become growth centers, we suspect that support for a neighboring

community being a growlh center (if the home community was n4i-io designated)

would be met with more hostility than one's own community being'chosen. Also,

if we assume that community elites will be generally quite favorable to growth

celiters'and service co olidation policies, it is likely that elites from the

communities with the greatest potential to becpme,growth centers and -receive

the concannitant benefits Will be'especially favorable toward these policiei.

Thus,two contextual characteristics.of elites' communitiescommunity size

and community socioeconomic statusshould.be'lpositfvely related to favoring

growth center policy. No such relationship is 'predi'cted-with respect to the,

coniolidatign of government services since there is no extra- community

ection Ot)ocedure by which certain canmunities must be left behind in the quest

1 for development.

We. suggested above that the occupations of community elites would be

unrelated .to support for growth centers and service consolidation policy

because both privately- and publically-employed elites conceivably may both

benefit from policy implementation. Education and income should be likewise

unrelated, despite the pervasiveness of social class indicators in explaining

g

O

support for. the bulk 1:) major pub.!'

argued for relationships. between i

support, it is unlikely that there

There are rather hazy correlations

the United States (Hamilton, 1972;

liberal development policies are h

supporters are probably liberal

not critical of the capitalist syst
0

economy. In addition to political

congrol variable because,of its rel

attitudeslin other studies (Milbrat

of-interest is support for environ

to growth centers. Those favoring

ambivalent about any strategy otec

community.

A last control variable of con

to growth,centers policy. The grow
,

is quite new to West Central Wiscon

include a variable measuring previo

to determine if faMiliarity with the

elites. By contrast, the consolidat

vasive in the study area.- Each comm

cooperative service arrangements, al

administrative units have yet to app
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*

hat only a few communities in large region
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f the home community was not so designated)'

han one's own community beingchosen. 'Also;

will be generally quite favorable to growth

policies, it is likely that elites from the
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especially favorable toward - these, policies.

cs of elites' communities47comOninitxtlize

-- should be positively related to.favOring

atiopshipispredicted wiji"respect to the

s since there is ,no extra-pmmunity sel-

omMunities must-be left behind in the quest

6

e.

support for:the bulkof major pUblic*licies (Collins, 197510 Although we

argued for-relationships betweenAleo169Y-and-liberal development policy

support, it4s. unlikely that thererare major political Party differences.

There are rather hazy correlations between ideb)OgY and political party in

-the-United15tatet (Hamilton1972-;:Coliverse, 1964):, plus :supporters of

liberal .delelopment policies are-hardly drawnfrom-the '1#0." Even though .

supporters are probably liberal vis -a -vis the-'welfare-state, they are clearly-

not critical of the capitalist system and the roleof private businett in the

economy. In addition to political party identifitation,-.we include age as a

congeol variable because of its relationships with various "conservative"

attitudeS16,other.studies'(miltieath, 1-.965); Lipset.,1963):::. Another variable

of interest' is s4P.PrtArenOrohintalreform,.,:pablarly with- respect

to growth_ce6terst ThoSe favoringenv)ronmentaT refeibmfare Iftely-td be

ambival-041o# any strategy of- economy 0owth,partiCplarly in their own
.

community. v.,

A latttOontroLvariable of concern to this inquirypertaint primarily

to growth centers policy. The growth centers strategy of rural development
.0. -

is quite-new to West Central. Wisciantin-,.our ttqdY-area.-,._ Me, therefore,

- include a variable measuring previOus knowledgesf-growth.centers proposals

to determine if familiarity.with the issue enhances support among community

elites.---,By contrast, the' consolidation of government services is quite per-

vasive the study area.' Each community is already engaged in one or more

cupatiOns of community elites would be

tern and service consolidation policy

lly-employed elites conceivably may.both

"cation and income should. be likeWise

s'Of'social class indiatOrs in explaining

9.

'Cooperative service acrangements,-althOugh semi-autonoMous Multhcommunity

administrative units have yet to Appear in this region_of:Witconsin..



Sample

The data for thii research weile collected from personal interviews of

231 community elites in, 32 small'- and medium -sized Wisconsin communities,

The community centers (villages and cities) ranged ift size from approximately

1,000 residents to 50,000 residents. The "sample," in effect, is the universe

of leaders.of all comMunities with 1;000 or more residents'in 10 West Central

Wisconsin counties,. The interviewing was conducted from November; 1973 to

January, 1974..

Respondents for the.interview'were chosen, by a combinatiOn of: the

"Positional". and "reputationar methods.of selectinghmoOty le'aderthip

(set, for example, Aiken and-Mott,.1970). ,"Positionailo4*s, e.g., mayor,

chamber of commerce president, etc., were interviewed aWaskei0or their

personal estimations. of those, reputed to be the most powerful dhp influential

in the community. The total, number of nominations weretalletiOhd persons

with the most nominations were selected as interview respdtlIpt140e also

Powers, 1965).

A
The, number of respondents per community varied by size of thehcoMmunity.

The maximum number of respondents in a community was 25, in the404J,

4r,

cities with over 50,000 residents. The minimum was fiqe respo00-44Ar'

villages with 2;500, less population. Of the-238 respondents Solt Po

interviews, 231 furnisp. d completed Interviews for a response ra.te1006.!.,
9 .

ximately 97.,percent. Nonresponse appears to have been quite representatjupy,

.

distriliuted.ecross community size categories.

1

)() 12

The study area is located in t

exhibits considerable variability i

counties comprising the study area

from $7,199 to $9;924. :Population

1970 range from -3.7 percent to 46.

agricultural area, although all of

trade centers. Each community is a

least one manufacturing enterprise.

0 viewing reported his main occupatio

farmer.
b.

The respondents were primarly

cent of the respondents were over a

respondents were Caucasian. About

'employed businesspersons;.32.5 per

industrial enterprise, and 19.1 per

the l000l.- s6te-or federal levels.

employed housewives, clergy, retire

highly educated, roup, averaging,ne

also had,large incomes, with only 6;

410,000 per year.... About 30 percent.

of $30,000.

In thiS'study we Will utilize

- -
growth center policy preferences am

WisConsin counties: These data were

1973.. The random sample study area

-Fortunately, there is one county in



AND METHOD

O

ere collected from personal interviews OA,

and medium-sized WiscOdsin coMmilnities.

nd cities) ranged in size from aperoximately

ts., The usamele," in effect, is the universe ..

h 1,000 Ar more residents in 10 West Central

wing wastondticted from. November, 1973 to

0 were Chosen by a combination of the

ethods of selecting' community leadership
r.

1970). "Positional!' leaders, e.g., mayor,

hwere interviewed and asked for their'.

'Ated to be the most powerful and intluential

k .

er of.nominations weretalled,. and persons

iected as interview respondents (see also,

rcommunityVaried byesize of the community.

r1 a tOmMunity was25, in the case Of/

The minimum was five responderits for

Aim Of the 238 respondents selected for

d interviews for a resporise rate of appo-

Appears to have been, quite representatively

tategories.

a 1

10

11

The study area IS lorated in the West Central regioft.otWiscoritin and

exhibits' coniiderable variability in socioeconomic conditions. The ten

counties comprising the study area range in median familY'income(in 1970)

from $7;191 to $9,924, opulation growth rates of these counties from 1960-

1970 range from -3.7.percent to 46.2 percent, The region may be termed an ,

agricultural area, althotigh all of the sample communities are subStantial

trade centers. Each Community is an incorporated 'place, and most have at 4.

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

clewing reported his main occupation'(or pm;retirement otcupationYgs a

farmer.
o

. TherespondentS were prim' rlymiddle-A904.white males. Only 6.9,per.

cent of the respondents were over age 65, 2.2 percent were women,And all

respondentS were Caucasian. About!42 percent of the respondents were Self-
.

employed businesspersona, 32.5 percept were,employegs of a commercial or

iigustrial enterprise, and 19.1 percent reported government employment at

theloy, state or federal levels. The remainder (16.9 percent) were
.

employed houseMives, clergy., retired, or farmers. The resPendentsmere a

highly educated group,,,averagiog nearly 16 years of formal education.. They

also had lArge incomes, with Only 6.6 percent repOrting incomes of less than

$10,000.per year About 30 percent reported annual family incomes- in excess

4

'of $0,800.

In this study we will' utilize Martinson and Schulman's 11976) data on

growth'center policy preferences among a random sample of four Northwest

Wisconsin counties. These data were collected during the summer monthslof

1973. The random sample study area borders that of the community elites.

Fortunately, there is one county in common etween these two studies --

0013



St. Croix County: -Therefore i-we-wifil compare both the total. samples Of elites

and nonilites, as well as the subsamples. Of St. Croix County residents when

assessing. growt11, centers policy preferences. In addition, we will also com-

pare the'crunity elites with Martinson and Schulman's subsampleof respon-'

dents whose,families earn in excess' of S16000 annually to see if elites

differ greatly from a random sample of other high income respondentS.

Operattonalization of Variables

The operational definitions of all relevant variables from the two

studies are detailed in Appendix A (see also Martinson and Schulman,, 1975;

and Lambert, et al., 1974 for further information on the random sample survey

of Northwest Wisconsin).

° RESULTS

These differences are even more

compared with Martinson and Schulman

in excess of 516,000 annually (seeT

much less likely--even lest so than

centers polic than community leade

)power in a lo al community places g

than if the high income family is un

These same differenCes between

respect to favoring the respondent's

. center. Over 70 percent of the tota

unity becoming a growth center,

'sample of the four Northwest Wiscons

St. Croix founty's community elites

of St. Croix County's rank-and-file

center. High income respondents.fr

toward a growth center designation f

cent favoring such a policy.

In Table 3 we compare the elite,

of'growth centers policy--designatin

provided the respondent's home comma

some important differences of ihtere

genera) citizenry when we compare th

munity versus a neighboring communit.

ReturniOg to Table 2, 73 percent of

.coMmunityls selected, while the per

center selection process bypasses. th

Support for Growth Centers Development Policy Among Community Elites and Non- `
Elites

Data comparing community elites and non-elites on support for the

general growth centers development strategy appear in Table 1. Community

leaders are clearly more favorable toward' establishing a growth center policy

in Northwest Wisconsin than the rank-anc-file citizenry. Over 75 percent of

the community elites 4vor growth centers, compared to; less than:96 percent

of Martinson and Schulman's.(1975) random sample of four Northwest Wisconsin

counties.. Restricting attention to the one county represented inbgth sur'veys-7-

St. Croix Countyi--dgei notheing to alter out conclusion. Elites from St. Croix

0

County communities are much more favorable toward growth centers than the

. .county's random sample of non-elites (82 and 47 percent, respectively).
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These differences are even more. pronounced when community elites are

compared with Martinson and SchUlman's (1975) respondents whose families earn

in excess of $16,000 annually (seTable 1). These high income families are ,

much less likely--even less so than the general citizenry--to favogrowth

centersjolicy than community leaders. Clearly. occupying a position of

phwer in a local community places growth center's policy in a different light
4

than if the high income family is uninvolved in local politics.

These same dfferences.betwden elites and non-elites prevail 'with

respect to favoring the respondent's community beilig designated a growth

center. Over 70 percent of the total sample of community elites favor their

community becoming a growth center, compared to only,40 percent of the random

sample otthe four Northwest Wisconsin counties. Likewise, 82 percent of

St. Croix County's chmmunityelites favor this policy, while only 38 percent .

of St. Croix County's rank-and-file citizenry favor their community as a growth

center. High income respondents from the random sample were.esptcially hostile

toward a growth center designation fOr their own community, with only 28 per-
,/

cent favoring such'a policy.

In Table 3 we compare the elite and non-elite samples on a third aspect

of growth centers policy=- designating a neighboring community a growth center,

: provided the respondent's home community was not. The data in Table 3 reveal

some important differences of interest between the community leaders and the

general citizenrylwhen we compare their overall responses to the home coat-
.

Inunity versus a neighboring community being designated a growth center.

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

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

center selection process bypasses their home town. Howevlp the non-elites



1

14

are much more favorable to growth center polity if the growth center is Some-
.

where other than thei&commurity (64 and 40,percent, respectively{ fo upport.

for a neighboring comOunity and the home community becoming a growth e ter).

Thus, the general titizenry may not totally object/ to growth centers'

principle, but may feel growth,center policy tote potentially disrup 1 e,in:

their ion unity. On the other hand, the elites seem less interested n growth ,

centers if the major benefits go to some other'locality.

As these data suggest, there are smaller policy preference disag e ment9

between leaders and the general population on selecting a neighboring cim-

munity at a growth center than we found with respect to thd'home comm4Oty.

Nevorthin55. the rommulity elites still Ipmewhnt mnre favorable tx(it.

neighboring community being a growth center than both Martinson and cOmen's

(1975) total sample or their subsample of high income families (68, 4 and

63 percent, respectively). .Leaders from St. Croix County communiti s pre ik

wise somewhat /pore favorable to this policy than the rank-and-file i izenr

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

In sum, we may conclude that community elites and non-elites i

largely underdeveloped Northwest region of Wisconsin are divided on

of implementing the promising liberal development strategy, growth

This cleavage isomost pronounced with respect to the general concep

centers strategy and the specific prospect of the home community be

nated a growth center. The leaders are somewhat' more favorablel,tha

general citizenry to a neighboring community's designation as a gro

the rural,

1 6

the policy,

enters.

Of growth'

I ;

ny dettg-.

the

th center,

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

favor growth center's ff their own community is not involved, whereas the elighs

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

Community Elites and Overall Suppo

In Table 4 we present i;sponse

questions regarding a Second comp°

consolidation of service delivery b

the elites are strongly in faior of

nately lack comparable data for non

favor a general community service c

favor,service Consolidation among c

,Clearly, the)community elites

not generally resist liberal develo

tionalism," as Pulver (19/0 fears.

of such policies even though their

opinion on liberal development poli
1.4

and we now turn to an examination o

related to elites' positions on dev

Social Bases of Elite Support for L

An initial consideration regar

mgnt policies is the extent to whit

policy preferences. Table 5 presen

the relationships between responses

policy and the4two component4 of se

support patterns for these policies

according to statistical test) inte

of growth centers policy questions
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Community Elites and Overall SupPort'for Consolidation of GovernmentServicei\

In Table 4 we present responses of the semple of community leaders to

questions regarding a second component of liberal development policy--the

'cOnsolidation of service delivery by community and county governments. Agaih

the elite re strongly in favor

nately lack comparable data foP non-elites.

favor

of such consolidation, although we unfortu4
;4

Over 70 percent of these leaders.'

a general community service consolidation policy, and nearly 90 percent

11
favor service Coesolidation.among counties with "low_orowth potential."

Clearly, the community elites in Wisconsin's underdeveloped Nbrthwest do

hot generally resist liberal Aevelogent policies out of some fanatic "tradj7,,

tionalist," as:Pulver (19/0) fears:- Indeed, they are quite strongly in favor

of such pnlicies even though their constitgents are not. Nevertheless,eIite

opinio. on liberal development policies does not add up to unan4nmus support,:

and w now turn to an examination of independent variables presumably causally 116.

rela ed to elites' positions on developmeht issues.

sif
0 Social Bases of Elite Su .sort -for Liberal Development Policies

An initial consideration regarding support patterni for liberal develop-

.

m nt policies is the extent to which they cohere as an integrated grouping of

olicy preferences. Table 5 presents zero-order correlation coefficients for

e relationships between responses on the three aspects of grow center

policy and the twe components of service consolidation. Community.elitE

support patterns for these polities are all positively land significantly,
dp

according to statistical test) interrelated, although the intercorrelations
P

of growth centers policy questions are clearly ttte highest. Nevertheless,

)01 7

.
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service consolidation policy preferencesaracorrelated with growth center.

.support.in all its dimension's, confirming our hypothesis that those two sorts

of liberal development pollbies havecommonLnderlying perceptual parameters,

Since giliWth centers proposals have yet to be implemented in Northwest

,

Wisconsin, and inteed are new to the area, e may inquire as to whether
V,

( ,

familiarity wtt4,1hese propotars influences polic preference': find that

th04.6 percent of the'community elites reporting prpviceds knowledge of

growth centers were no more or?"*.less likely to favqr any aspect of growth .

! ;,centers policy than those less familiar with the concept Thus, we may

proceed with an examination gf the socjal bases of growth centers support- -

as well as support for Serviot consolidation--assured that our findings are

not statistical artifacts of familiarity with growth Centers development 1-

strategy.
,

In Table 6. we report zero -order correlation coefficients for the

relationships between our liberal development policy dependent variables and

,

the hypothesized independent viTfabjes discussed above. Considering first

the effects,of,elites' community context on growth centers policy preferences,

,we,find somewhat mixed-relationships'betwpen respondent's community, being a

fikely sitevfor a growth tenter and his/her support for these policies. The

Inost interesting anamole octurskwi4 respect to community pdpulation size.

Community size het only a slightly positive relationship (r=.087) to support

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

with favoring V* home community ala growth center, and a statistically

significant negative relation to favoring a neighboring community as a growth

center-(r= -.137). These findings highlight.potential conflicts over the

selection of grOwtb center sjtes, withelites from large communities strongly

'11

' favor,ng eir co unity's`selecti

opposea eighbor ng community as

was not also Ehose11. A somewhat cr
1
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'favoring th ix community's selection as growth center, whild teqding to ' °°

oppose a ne ghboring community as a growth center, provided' hd'hOmecommUnity

was not als' chosen. A somewhat different configurationef'gro4h centers

policy int rests occurs with respect to community socioeconemictstatils

; Elites fro communitiesIdth well - educated; high socipeConoMic*atus popula-

tions tend to.fayor the growth centers concept anchtheittcoMmuriity being a

'growth ce ter (r=.141) and .118, respectively),-butamvibalance entertin

when the ome community is hypotheticalily bypiiSed-ilivfavorofa,neighborina,,

'..cOmmunity being designateci a growth center tr=.054). Community context

',appears unrelated, however, to either indicator of support-for community or

cOuntyservice consolidation, presumably because all communitiesat leastin

Sd
theory- ould benefit from an expansion and formalization

dation PoliefeS

of service consoli-

---

We argued above that an elite's Occupational nexus, as'well'as income

and education, would, be Unrelated to l'ilberal development policy prefermiOes.

Government employeesi4sey-employed bustnesS persons, and salaried business

employees do not differlOheir policy preferences. for eitier growth centers

or government service consolidation. '.Age is similarly unrelated to policy

preferences, despite some literature arguing the "conservatism" of the aged
)

in general, and community Olites:in'Tarticular(Lowry, 1968).;:' Nevertheless,,.,

elites with high educatiOn are somewhat opposed to all five policy indicators,

.although none of the relationships are, large. enough to be statistically sig-

nificant. -Community elites making high incomes, on the other hand, generally

tend-to favor the liberal development polities. However, the only zero-order
. .

correlatiorr.between'inCOMP',40.401,1Y'lr09.rg4F4PhOM sizable is that

concerning support for the respondent's'community being designated as 9rowtV.,

1019
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We find that support for environmental reform t= ds to be negatively

related to four of the five policy issues, with a mode ately low, but,statis-
.

tically'Significant coefficient (r 7.150) prevailing in the case of support
,, .

for ther6Roodent,1s,community being selected as a growth center. Indeed, 4

multivariate analysis confirms that the Rositive correlation of education
. ,

18

/

and the negative relationship df income to supPort for the home community as

70-growth center are the spuriouli-esults of the less Well-educated, but

.highly affluent, community elites opposing enuironTental refOrm (see Costan-
. L.

tint and Han?, 1972, for a similar finding). Apparently, community leaders
0

sympathetic to `environmental reform tend to reject the econbmi&growth

implications of the, home community as a center for.public.subsidization of

industrial production (and the pollution and disamenfties causeeby, Indus-

L. I. .
trialization).

)

Welfare- state liberalism is quite consistently (and positively) cor-

related with support for both types of development policy. Put somewhat

differentyl-elites.who'reject the legitiMacY of a state role in aMeliorat-

ing the problems of the poor and disadvantaged- Snd to oppose both growth

centers and government service consoJidation,:4ftft these correlations being

0

particularly strong in the case of service conselidatiom. However. the

coefficient for the relationship between welfaeOtate

support fit a neighboeingLcommunity being a groWiii:dknter440,the,positiNe

munity - -ash well asensurlii-gth;t

in. the near fOtuPe., Thus,libeA

for liberal 4eVelbpment polity wh

connection is less; clear when;pla

ing of a grokticenter designatio

Even though liberal attitude

liberal development policy suppor,

T belief that the governMent should

not associated, with these policy

development strategies involves e

..them--to locaie'in selected "micr

regtons. .These who §UppOrt-growt

tiort, then, are not critical ofb

accept certainJarms of state int

development poiiCies appeal(to hg

1966) c

of state regulation of the econom

direction, but not statistically significant (r=:Y19). The implication

agatn is that while ideology may play some role in determining support for

liberal development policies, interest also plays 'a vital role. `Grow.th

centers in communities help the home commurii ty.$

poor much less than the disadvptaged living'in the actual growth center com-

.
. . . ...... .....

,

Elites from West tentrel Wis

favor of liberal development poli

that the conservatism of entrench

preventing social change.. Nevert

vinced, aboUt growth centers at 1

not be growth centers in the r@gi

reiterate Martinson and/Schulman'
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munity-as well as ensuring that one's own community will grew very-little

in the near future.- Thus,, liberal welfare-state ileology underpins stlpport

for liberal development policy when the home Community benefits, but the

connection is less clear wheh planners find another community more deserv.
A'

ihg df a growth center designation.

Even though liberal attitudes regarding the welfare-state contribute to

liberal development policy support, liberal attitudes toward businesS-the

belief that the government should cies" regulate corporatiohs-7are

not,issociated with these policy preferences.' Again, the nature af liberal

development strategies involves encouraging corporations- -and not coercing

them--to locate in selected "micropalW communities. in underdeveloped
,

regions. These who support growth centers and government servIte consolida-

tion, then, are not,critical of business, although they are willing to

accept certain forms of state intervention in the economy,, Thus, liberal

development policies'aOpear to have something of a "corporate liberal"

(Weinstein, 1968; Eakins, 1966) constituency, viewing development in terms

of state regulation of the economy-in de interests of businescs.

DISCUSSION

Elites from West ,pentral Wisconsin communities are quite solidly in

fdvor of liberal development policies, and planners should have little worry

that the conservatism Of entrenched elites in this underdeveloped region is

preventing social change. Nevertheless., the general populationpis not con-

vinced, about growth centers at least, and If they had their way there would,

not be growth.centers 16the region'S-future. It is also of interest to

reiterate Martinson and Scbulman's,(19,76) conclUsion that it is not the working

mw
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clasi expressing greatoppositiort, but primarily the middle class and farmers.

Thus, growth centers appear to exhibit a surprising constituency of community

elites and low income, nonfamfamilies,

Support for growth centers. and goveinment service consolidation are

interrelated, supporting our hypothesis of,common underlying policy parameters

And similar constituencies. There is some amount of community elite resist-

ance to such policies, however, and this resistance exhilAts configutations of

both ideology and interest. Welfare-state conservatives tend to oppose each'

aspect ofAliberal -development, policy, and elite oppositien is most pronounced

when, in the case of growth centers, the home oommunity,JS bypassed as a
0

center for socioeconomic development. In a similar vein, elites from large

communitieswhich presumably have the greatest chance of becoming growth

centers--tend to favor growth-centers if theit-community is selected, but are

.
less'favorable, to growth centers if their community isiselected. Likewise,

elites from high socioeconomic status comMtinitfes strongly favor their cm-
...

.
monity as a growth center, but are no more likely than the remaindegiof the

sample to favor a aighboring community to be so designated.,, Community eon-

text is, however, unrelated tio government'serVice consolidation policy pre-
,

,ferences

Growth centers policy is obviously more controversial than govetnment.

.service consolidation, at least in terms of the illtent strategy of encourag-

ing voluntary cooperative service agreements among eommunities'and counties

(and without the formation of autonomous extra-.community administrative

bodies). The designation or nondesignation of given community as a growth

center has tremendous implications for the community's futuret-its growth

rate, population composition, environmental quality, andcoMMunity life styles.

q() 2 2
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The elite and nonelite data suggest differential interpretationS of their.

community's ihrest and the possibility of a variety of conflicts over

growth cehtersifecision.4nakingAt theLmost basic level, community elites

and the ,general citizenry are divided over whether growth centers should .

even become a rOallty. Also, opposition to growth centers among the general

population is most intense in communities likely to become.gtowth'centers

(Martinson and Schulman, 1975) -- large, afflu4t communities -.-while these

communities' elites tend to be strongly supportive. ;

.

But assuming the likely--that state planners and community elites win

-the region's residents may be expected

ch communities oltiMately wilt get.the
\.

, the elites are more favorable, to.

growth centers if their ommunity is selectedaltIlugh a sizable majority of

out over the rank-and-file population -

to engage in lively conflicts over whi

growth center designatiOn. In general

our sample of community headers favor growtitcentets even if the home.com-

,

munity is bypassed.- put given-coMmunity-we-may4xpect a somewhat-nnTikely

coalition of welfare-state conservatives and,elites sympathetic to environ-

mental protection' opposing their community as a growth center. Thus, the

implementation of a regional growth centers plan in West Central Wisconsin will

not likely be a consensual prod&ss. Nevertheless, it isoclear the opposition

that Might develop,will not flow primarily from the region's "traditionalism,"

and we .suggest that this phenomenon has been overemphasized in the American'

domestic development literature.
0

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

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

liberal development policies. Overall, it is remarkable the.extent to which

community elites-in this essentially underdeveloped region are attuned to the
. _

Ai 2 3
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problems and opportunities of the conte4Orary economy. The community

elite data suggest that liberal OvelopmentpolicIes exhibit something of

an emerging "corporate liberal" constituOcyta constituency which Supports

a state-centraliked integration of socilaSSes and economic regions in

the interests of busineis: This would seem to be a conducive structure

for rationalizing--in the Weberian sense (see,Collins, 1975)-the rural'

hinterland for large scale corporate Ooduction'

I
We thus suggest that the co

- 'that diverge from those of equall

magy of the high income residents

recently, in many cases because t

provides a more pleasant resident.

cities (Martinson and Schulman1

. community elites haye resided in

4 .

community elites and affluent non

anOcomMunity developmeht prefere

We find that elites with pr
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. voluntary associations, and gover
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the contemporary economy. The community.

1 development polichs exhibit something of

constituency - -a constituency which supports

of socialclasses and economic r ions in

is would seem to be a condutive st cture.

rian sense (see Collins,, l975)--the r

porate,production.

FOOTNOTES
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We thus suggest that the community leader irole.shapes attitudes in was

that diverge fromthose of equally--affluent non4lites. It'also appeaes that

--many of the:high incore residents of Northwest Wisconsin have moved there
T

recently, in many bases because the area is,not'developed industrially and-

provides amore pleasant residential environment than that available in large

cities (Martinson and Schulman, I975).'-By contrast, over 80 percentof the

community elites have resided in their community more than 10'Yearsr Thus,

community elites And affluent-hon-eliteiMaY differ greatly in life stylq

and community development preferences...

2 ,4
.

We find that elitei with previousAmOwledge of growth centers', proposals

tend to be those living in large:communities, freinent participanin

voluntary associations, and government employees.

_ 0 0 2 5
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APPENDIX A

OPERATIONALWATION OF VARIABLES

1. Support for the Growth Center Development.Concept was measured in a

slightly different way in the studies of the community elites and non-elites.

In Martinson and Schulman's (1975)4andom samplesurvey, the following

introductory ttateMentwas-made:--TA119ther proposal is that certain cities
0

be designated as 'growth cehtertl'and'wOuld receive additional supportfrom'

state and federal agencies as well as from local taxes to expand their

,, sAnciaes..XcLattrac ,, )95followed 1:11t1'

a question asking: "Da you favor-or oppose this proposal in Northwest Wis7

consin.I The response to this question comprise the support for growth

center development concept variable among the random sample survey_re5P01147.. ,,,,,

ents.

In the case of .the interview schedule for the community elites, the

.
.

growth centers' questions were preceded by this statement:

Let me briefly explain the "growth tenter" idea. First, the
imfrpose of the proposed plan is to provide more and better
services for the people living in rural areas--including
services which will tend to attract more business and industry.
It would allow communities in these rural areas to provide
enough employment so that young'peopla-ivill not be forced to
leave the area in order to get good jobs. The State govern-
ment feels that more jobs in rural areas will, help Wisconsin
get a balanced population--in other words, so thdt the
population of the State will not continue to be concentrated
more and more in just a few large cities. Because somecom-
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 moneyld'help every
rural community4ow and become ao,industrial-commercial center.

The State government has proposed a plan which will attempt to
solve the growth problems in West Central Wisconsin. ,One of the
larger communities in each rural area will be chosen as a "growth

.......
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center". Growth centersommunities-would_receive financial
and technical aids from State and Federal agencies to supple-
ment local, tax revenues for providing services. This would

.... allow growth center communities to expand their,s vices in
° order o t r tt more-busjness-and industry. -. In return or

these- financial aids, the growth center communities will be
expedted to share some services with nearby communities which
were not selected as growth ten In this way, neighboring
communities and townships will enjoy-some o e-beneftts of ,If
economic development even though these communities did not
grow very much themselves.

This introductory statement was followed by a subsequent question from -Which

_
_,

community elites' responses to support for the growth centers development

--concept were taken: "Do you generally favor or oppose this idea of "growth

centers' in West Central Wisconsin?"

The introductory statements obviously differ greatly, at least in length,

if net, the extent of "salesmanship." -Nevertheless, both statements stress

the same industry-attracting parameter of growth centers, although the

elites rece'ive'd a somewhat more complete' explanation of the mechanics of

growth. centers'. policy.
. '.

'--2._ Support for Respondent's Community Being Designated a Growth. Center

was measured wIth,an'identical question in bott:sa les:\ .

or oppdse your communttrbecoming a growth center?

"Would yoUavor

ti

3, Support for a growth center being established in neighboring

commonity_was also measured with the same question among botliAhetommunity

elites and the -r andom sample: ,"Suppose your communityAml_notchosen as a Al.

growth center. Wbuld you favor or oppose a growth center within 25 or 3C
o

miles of this community ?"

.."
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with this question:

A Several communities in t
into a tax base sharing 4

' el m " throat" cc
tax base and also more et

-,burdens, and risks of etc

cooperating communities.
tentage of all communitie
pooled to provide service

'":=AgOust,ry4o,tbe area--anc
DdiorgeneralIZWOrto
for this region tf Riker

This andl.all subsequent variables %i

5. Support for service consol

(among community elites only) was m

Counties with little grow
make local agreements bet
counties in order to shar

, services. In other words
together to provide trash
enforcement, doctors and
favor or oppose this idea

6. Previous knowledge of grow
4

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

mentioned earlier. Persons answeri

residual a score of zero.' likewise

policy variables were scored as dUar

analysis. In each case, persons fail

score of one, and the residual was a

definitely opposing the given propos

1r



32

communities would receive financial
State and Federal. agencies to supple -

for providing services: Th4ps would
nities to expand their services in

.sinass and industry.' 0.retDrn for
he growth center communities will be
Services with nearby communities whith
owth centers. In this way, neighboring
ps will enjoy sofie of the benefits of
en though these communities did not
es.

olloled.bya subsequent question from which.

pport for'the growth centers development

rally favor or oppose this idea of "growth

n?"

obviously differ greatly, at least4in length,

p." Nevertheless, both stalients stress

"ter of growth centers, although the

omplete explanation of the mechanics of

Community Being Designated a Growth Center

stion in both samples: "Would you favor

growth center?"

S77

ter being estabrhed in a neighboring

he same questie_among o h the community

ppose your community was not chosen as a

oppose a growth center within 25 or 30

33

4. Support for generalicommunity service consolidation was measured

wfth this question:

Several communities in the Twin Cities areas have entered
into a tax base sharing agreement which is designed to
eliminate "cut throat" competition for new industry and
tax base and also more equitably distribute the benefits,
burdens, and risks 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 generally favor or oppose this type of arrangement
for this region of Wisconsin?

This and all:ibbsequent variables were measured only among the community elites.

5. Support for service consolidation for low growth potential counties

(among community elites'only) was measured with this question:

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 other words, several counties might get
together to provide trash and garbage diiposal, better law
enforcement, doctors and medical treatment, etc. Do you
favtv ur oppose this idea?

6. Previous knowledge of growth centers' proposals was determined by

asking:

During the past year the State of Wisconsin has been

working on an economic. development plan for the rural
regions of the State. The proposed plan stresses the
establishment of "growth centers" in these rural regions. :
FLIeverbear.he growth center proposal?

s question preceded the statement about the nature of growth centers .policy

mentioned earlier. .Persons answering "yes" were given a score of one and the

residual a score of zero. Likewise, the five previous liberal development

policy variables were scored as dummy variables for the ero-order correlation

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

score of one, and the residual was accigned a score of zero (including persons

definitely opposing the given proposal, persons not sure, And missing data).

0
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7. 8. Community population size and community socioeconomic status

were derived from 1970 U.S: Census data for cities and minor civil divisions:

Community population size'Vas0defined in terms of the actual population size

of the city or minor civil divisions, and each respondentmas-aggigned-the

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

Community socioeconomic status was operationaliied as the proportion of the

adult (25 years of age or older) population in the respondent's community
0

with eight or less years of formal education. Because this is a "reverse

indicator," the reciprocal of the proportion of comMunity_adults with eight

or less years of education, was derived, and the appropriate score assigned

to each individual from the community.

9. 410. 11. 12. Education, income, employer, age, and political

party preference were measuredrwith direct questions asking for number of

years of schooling completed,total family income, current occgoation and

employer, age, in years, and political party preference, respectively.. Edu-

cation was operationalized in)terms of the midpoint of the income category

chqsen. Age was defined operationally
3

as the exact age in years Republican

and Democratic Party preferences were defined as dummy variables with, for

example, persons identifying as a Republican assigned a score;, of one, and

the residual a score of zero. Employer was also defined in'terms of three

dummy variables: government employee, self employed business person, and

salaried employee of a business.

13: Welfare-state liberalism was operationalized as a three-item

-----------

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

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

income." Each of theseltems was administered with a semantic differential

format,,with persons Most ,strongly supporting each statement given high scores.

14. Liberalism yis-a,vis. sta

alized as a three-item Likert scat:
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size and communit socioeconomic status

s data for cities and minor civil'divisions.

fined in terms'of the actual population size

ons, and each respondent was assigned the

population size of his/her community.

s operationalized as the proportion of the

population in the respondent's community

1 education. Because this is a "reverse

proportion of community adults with eight

rived, and the appropriate score assigned

nity.

income em lo er a e and olitical

ith direct questions asking for number of

tal family income, current occupation and

tical party preference, respectively. Edu-

rms of the midpoint of the income category

onally as the exact age in years. Republican

were defined as dummy variables with, for

a Republican assigned a score of one, and

ployer was' also defined in terms of three

loyee, self-employed business person, and
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re: "Are you for a federal health insurance
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f all ages;" "Are you for a guarantled annual

s administered with a semantic differential

ly supporting each statement given high scores.
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14. Liberalism vis-a-vis state regulation of business was also operation-

lized as a three-item Likert scale, consisting of the following items: "Are

ou for less goVernment regulation of business;"lovernment laws and regula-

ions should primArily ensure the prosperity of business, since the health of

he nation is dependent upon the,well-being of business;" and "Are you for.

evising the tax structure so that the burden falls more heavily on corpora-

ions and those with large incomes." These items were administeredwith a

emantic differential format, again with-persons most strongly favoring a

iven statement assigned a high score.

15. Support for environmental reform was measured with a two-item Likert-

tYpe scale. The constituent items were: 1) If an industry cannot control its

pollution, it should be forced to'shut down, even if a large number of people

4Would 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 increase in air and

Water pollution. Thinking about your own community, if a company wanted to

set up a new plant nearby creating many new, well-paying jobs, would you favor

or oppose this plant if it world bring a substantial increase in air and water

pollution?"

The first item was a semantic differential item--i.e., respondents were

asked to strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree--and was scored

from one to five, with high scow indicating agreement with shutting down
0

industrial Polibters. Respondents who gave "don't know" or no response were

assigned a score of three. The second item was also scored from one to five;

persons'who opposed the plant were assigned a score of plte, persons who fed

the plant were given a score of one, and respondents who neither favored nor

opposed the new industrial plant were assigned a score of three.



TABLE 1. Support for the Growth Center Development Concept ,

Among Community Elites and Non-Elites (Percentages

Community Elites , Non-El ites*

Total St. Croix Total St. Croix

Sample County Sample County
Response (N=231) (N=22) (N=3,93) (N=195)

?

Favor - 76 82 .48 47

Oppose 20 . 14 34 37

Not Sure,
Not Ascertaihed 4 5 17 16

. .

.

Totals*t 100 101 ,99 100

.TABLE 2. Support for Respondent's
Center Among Community Ef

Response

Community E1

High
Income
(N-58)

Total

Sample
(N=231)

St.

Coh

(N=,

42 Favor 73

, 48 Oppose 24

Not Sure,
10 Not Ascertained

Totals 100 4 10
100

*SOURCE: Martinson and Schulman (1975).

**Totals differ from 100 due to rounding error.

1) 0 3 8

.

*SOURCE: Martinion and Schul



Center Development Concept
and Non-Elites (Percentages).

TABLE 2. Support for Respondentis CoMmynity:Being Designated a Growth
Center Among Community- Elites and Non=Elites (Percentages).

is Non-Elites*

Response

Community Elites $ Non-Elites

pix Total

Sample
(N=393)

St. Croix
County
(N=195)

High
Income
(N-58)

Total

Sample
. (N=231)

St. Croix
County

:AN=22).

Total

:Sample
__0993)

, ,

St. Croix
County 1
(N=195)

High

Income
(N=58)

48 47 42 ' FaVor 73 82 40 38 28

34 37 48 ,Oppose 24 18 46 52 67

17 16 10

* t-,

Not Sure, . "',

Not, Ascertained' -14
la

777 Totals 100 100 100

.,
100

1.411

99 0100 100

1naman,(1975).

0-to rounding error:.

Q

*SOURCE:, Martinson and Schulman (1975)..



TABLE 3. Support for a Growth-Center Being Establi4Kedin a' Neighboring
Community, If the Respondent's Community isAiOtthosen as a
Growth Center, AMong Community Elite$,apd R00-Elites (Percentages).

Community Elites Non-Elites*

Response

Total

Sample
'(N=231)

St. Croix

County
(N=22)

Total

'Sample

(R'4393)

St. Croix

County

(N 195)

High

Income
(N=58)

.

Favor 68 77 64 69 63

Oppose 28' 23 24 , ii
kk .

32

Not Sure,'
Not Ascertained 4 0 12 10

Totals 100 100 100 100 100

*SOURCE: Martinson and Schulman (1975):

4

'1) 4

TABLE 4. Support for Government. Si
,Among Community-Elites (F

Response
General Communit

Service Consolid

Favor

Oppose

Not Sure,
Not Ascertained

74

22

Totals* 101

*Totals differ from 100 due to

A

A

0 0 41



ter Becbg Established in a Neighboring
dent's Community is Not Chosen as a

nity Elites and Non-Elites (Percentages).,

lites gn-Elites*

..Croix Total St. Croix High
unty Sample County 1ncOme'
=22)

77

23

00

9

(N=393) (N=195) . , (N=58)

'64 69 63

24 21 32 er

12 10 5

100 100 100

.

man (1975).

. TABLE 4. Support.for Government Service Consolidation Policies
Among Community Elites (Percentages).

Response

Policy

General Community
Service Consolidation

Service Consolidation for Low
Growth Potential Counties

0

Favor 014 88

Oppose 22 11

Not Sure,
Not Ascertained

Totals* 101 99

*Totals differ_from 100 due to rounding errors.

J

'0 4 0 (1 0 41



TABLE 5. latercorrelations Between Previous Knowledge of Growth Center
Proposals and Liberal Development Policy Preferences AMong
Community Elites (Zero-Order Pearsonian Correlation Coefficients).*

X X
1 2

X X X

4 5 6

X = Previous Knowledge of Growth --

1 Center Proposals

X = Support for General Growth 093
2 Center Concept

. X = Support for Respondent's 051 692. --

3 Community Being Designbted
a Growth Center

X = Support for Neighboring -039 .600' 373
4 Community Being Designated

a Growth Center

X . Support for General Com- 003 257 191\..._ 235 --
5 munity Service Consolidation

X = Support for Service Con- -190 .246 156 185 184

6 solidation for Low Growth
Potential Counties

41.

91

*Decimals omitted. A zero-order Correlation coefficient of t .129
is statistically significant at the .05 level, with a two-tailed
test of significance.
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