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o POLITICAL .INNOVATION AND INSTITQFION BUILDING s
L m THE EXPERIENCE OF DECEI\TRALI?ATION EXPEPIMENTP
. . . v

: ‘ . a, [} .
by Dpuglas Yates o . .
- Yale University - ' ‘ TR

L XY

R

v . ..
‘ In the last decade, concern with the "urban, ¢risis" .1éd to a search
for new solutions 1f'not1piradle cures td the'city's well known'broblems.

‘ o
Many of these solutions -- .such as increased spending, more teachers or

<§ more‘nolicemen -- have little theqretical intefast,,whatever their va

; as practical instrdpen£s,of;urban gol;cy. But one putative sdlntion,T-

decentfalliatlon -- paiaes fundamenéai tha@refical nm‘:nons.about.£he
For'd;centralizatiOn inQélnes

P

4@
nature of urban-governmént and polltlcs.

in one Way or another -- efforts to PEdlStPlbUtu polltlcal and/ér adnln-

ve new part1c1pants in th¥ process of publlc

-

o

! 1strat1ve pewer and to 15vgl

dec151onmak1ng. As,sudh, it ralses xhe central questlon ‘of whether
greater parficipation in decisionmaking will make government more res-

|
ey

J e : . 4 _
ponsive .and accountable and will increase the capacity of:local political

|
I systems to solve their problems. D ] .
f Although decentralization hds -been widely invoked as a promising '
i i : s .

«
AN
L ..
‘
L

2

il .
i -~ method of urban reform, there is considerable ambi¥uity in the literature
and "in thp nubllc debate'about what decentralization ent31ls, what impact

“As

it w¢ll have , and what stratngles are bp$t duited to brin? 1t about

‘a result, analy§ts often talk pas+ each: other, advanc1np5cuite dlfferent

;

|

[ concaptions, aosumptlons, and predictions as they annlaud or denounce
; 3,-:7. g xl

Further, even. 1F a, cléan,understandlnv exlsted about

the "stratggy." 1
it is still unclear how

i the'd951gn and objectives of decenpgailz iorl
: ‘ . . s ', A4 & a
| 'begt to innovate and Pxpar-$3nt 50 as to implement tha design and athfieve

! ‘ . ; - ;0

; < e . VO . .

.
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the ob]ectlvas. Qulte 51m01y, advocating communlty control is w1shful

N~
and futile if we have no idea how to approach or achieve it. In fact

this problem is parti¢ularly acute with decentralization experiments
since any idea that arouses such high hopes inevitably carries with it
'4 N - . 4 . " ’ e ’
the prospect 'of generating false exvectations, half-baked plans, and
S ¢ : ' .

’

bitter disillusiopment. * . S : 5
. " '

The.purpose of this paper is not to resolve 'the abstract, normative

qdeqtion of~whether or not decentralizatioh is a good 6b bad idea. Indeed,

a

I belleve that concern w1th this question has dlvepted dttention from more

\ v

important issues in polltlcal thnory -1 in, partlcular, what determlnes the
) -

success’ or failure of innovations in Darticipatory government? And more

A
pr°c1selyv/pat are the- dvnamlcs of lnstltut on-building bv wblch the ideas

-of part1c1patlon and decentrallzaflon are imnlemented and endu 1ng nelgh-

. . ; 4
borhood institutions are established.
. I .A

To answer these questions, I will ‘'examine a numbar of d2centralization
experiments -- some oﬁ\which flourished, some of which failed. In general,

N
-

I will look to see what organizational stvuctufes social conditions, and
) ’ M .

. »
' -

political arrancam¢nts are'@osg cond0c1va to successful innovation and
v - : A .
institutiéﬂjbuilding, yThis_inquiny"bas.several_rheoretlcal implications.
. N - ’ ’ 4 - * . - vl - . » . s
First, it explores tha structural determinants of successful -neighborhood
. . 3 . . o

organization. Second, it examifiss the natire and utility of g9litical

I3

resources available’to ordinary citizens seeking to influznce their gov-
’ . ' ' . St - A

ernment. Third, it commznts on the process of ihdoﬁatioh:ana'thus on the

-~

.perennial prob}em.of how,when,, and where ‘to launch citizen efforts to

chance existing political institutions. Fourth, the inquiry address=as
. . : : .
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neighborhoods. For the process of institution-building can be defined

. . Y, 7 : L ) ' R
simply as the mobilization,.maintenance; and strengthening of neighborhood

.

polltlcal ;nStltUthﬂS.u Finallv,<in analyzing these problems and issues, .-

I lel be seeklng to lay the proundwork for a theory of nelghborhood pro-~

~ ¢
A\

blem-solving and a strategy of neighborhood development.

Before reaching, these larger questions, it is necessary first to

[ N
.

Briefly sdrt out the different meanings of decentralization and to intro-

. N

duce the decentralization experiments on which this paper is’ based.
’ A . -

-

Varlat;es of Decentral*"atlon . . o e .

- : .
Put simply, the trouble with decentralization is thdt. its meaning .

is' often ‘taken for granted by advocates who vaguely associate‘it with |

v - .

. greater parficipation, communicatioﬂ, and'responsiveness in government.

’ ~
But, on closer 1ﬁsoectlon, it becomes clear that dacentrallzatlon hds' {

many dlfferent and conFl»ctlnr meanlnps Equally, there are many-dlf—

N

ferent forms oF deCEntrallzatlon that might be select%d for exoerlmentation -

-

forms that have different pﬁrpbses and diffepent implications 'for peigh7

«

borhood problem-solving. As James. Fesler has writtén: ”Decegtralizatibn‘

- - o . .
&

is an apparently simple term. Yét‘thevappearance is deceiving and often

- 1

leads to slwnllstlc traa ment that*generallaes too "broadl ’ starts from a
Y

- & .
dOCLPlHElPQ 0051t10n oredetermln;np answers to éancrete problems, or con-

centrates on a single phase of decentralizagion to’the exclusion of others.”

I" ) ’ ’ 3 . . i . .
To undegrstand ths meaning and 1mpllcatlons of decentralization, .several

v .
. . . .

Questidhs must be asked: l) what is belnp decentrali Yed; 2) what do dif-

ferent \forms of'decentralization mean’ for center-local power relations:
3) who gets power in dacentralization; #) how do we measure the impacts of

Ny

decentralization? : ~ D ‘ . : ‘

A}
N
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The first question»raises the prablem that there are many different

elements of government that mlght be decentrallzed such as Jjntelligence

gaterzng, grgpvam admlnlstratlon,.au*horltatlve decisionmaking, and

cont ol ef flSCal resources. 'Ali political systems~conta1n some ‘elements

* .
.

of decentrallzatlon." It 1s _my contention that the dlfferent elements can

be ranked as\followé in terms of the degree of decenﬁralizatlon that they

entail: L ) ‘ ‘ . - \
S | o % .
(1} Intellipence gathering - stationing officials in localities to
find out what is going on in the field;
(2Y Consultafion and advisory planning '~ seeking out thé opinion
of local residents on pOlicy matters: <, ‘

(3) Program administration - making local residents the adm1n1
trative apﬂﬁtb of dentral povernmont programs *and pollc1es,
'_ , i
(4) Political accountablllty - establishing elected officials at-
,the local level as representatives of local irrterests: R ’

A
-

" (5) Administrativa acéountability - maklng district or neighborhood

admicistrators, P°S“ﬂn$l)le for povevnment programs and arcountablO to

local c¢t1zans : ; ) . : -

]

(6) Authorltative decisionmaking - PlVlng localltlos ‘control oye
policy and Drogram development; and, . v -

o
4

(7) Polltlcal rasources - giving localities control over fiscal
resources and oersonnnl such that local- decisionmaking 1nvolvas real
stakes -and capac;tlos.

' In short, the more decentraligedfthe system, th2 maqre elements it
contains. JFf decentralization extends only to a Dnogrdm\admlnéstratlon

< a - 'L. .\ ) . W
(elemsnts 1-3), the system is still: strictly hierarchicall If decentra-

. . L4 . - -4 . :
lization extends to sharsd decisionmaking and shared control over re-
sources, tha result is sharead powsr. Finally, if decentralizationuextends

, » A Y
to ?he po*nt wherz tha locality if domlnant both<s with respect to; dec1sxon—

J [N .

mgking and control over'resources; the presult is.lo®al auteonomv and com-

¢ .

« munity control. .

.



. . N L © =ba . N . L e
. . . ‘ ., N . . . . - . ' ,
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. Power té Whom? Politlcal and Adminlstratlve Decentrallzatlon
| Y . : i

' : Who receives what klnd of power at the locai level as a result of ., .
1 ] " B

-decentréliza;ion? In the current debate, three alternatlves are ralsed

. \ Ve
)

One alternatlve, ”Dolltlcal decentralizatlon,”’empha31zes ¢itizen par-,

. e
.

ticipation. 7 The degree'%f partlplpatlon varies in different\ plans and ",
S o "> . .ﬂ' ) . o o
can range from the'ss:ablishmengiof advisory boards to, the creation of

i

e A _ -
‘elected nelghborhood counc1ls. Howaver, in political decentralizatlon,

! nelyhborhood pa?t1c1nants typieally do not exerc1se cdntrol over the
- N .

work of local povernmnnt qddlnlstrators and emnloyees.
&, '

. .
.

A second alternatlve, "admlnlstratlve or command‘decentrallzatlon

increases the power of egisting neighborhood.officials and admin&strators;

' The goal is to 1ncri?Se the flexlblllty, authbrlty,'and accauntabllltv of

”

-
those publlc employees who deal dlrectly-wlth nplghbqrhood/problems. Ad-

. v
) - . » .

ministrative decentrallzatlon,usqglly'does no; involve cltlzen-partlci—

pation.' 4
- 1] ‘ -
_ : ' , : r o ' .
The third alternative,” "community control” gives neighborhood resi-
. Tl . » - ..

: . ey . ~ 0 . b e . s .
dents both political control -- 1in policymakifg -- and administrative
. B Lo . .
A contro- of government employees. Thus, there are three different appro- - 4

aches to decentrallzatlons, and in each, power is glven in dlfferent wavs

S .

for. different purposes.

. . -

» ) ’ 1 0 .
, , The main dlcfltultj in assessxnp the act of decentralization _ *
: ’ . » ‘0 X
. ‘experiments: is’ that, like other nolltlcal 1 novatlons, they have multlole 2
objectives, and create dlyerse expectatlons; 'Some observers and partici- -\ .
N . d . .. . R f. ' . -

pants expect experima2nts to make &itizens feel "closer to govarnmant:"
o ’ : ) . . : _.’ } . .o . ,
others expact the exoeriments to maké government "more dccountable,

A
)

. R v . . )
L . . Y. A\
. M s { , '

o : S N . -
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* responsive, or efficient."” Still others expect decentralizatiqn to faster o
. . | M - ..I: . v
: . J
the develogment of neighborhood political leadqrs,3 and finally,:some

.o, R o )
« - expect decentralization experiments to simply solve ‘important neighbonhLod

problems. Given the vagueness of these goals, it is often hard to know

) whether the expdriments have fulfilled .their ohjectives {f- and indeed,

v ™% . .
) .
o how one would go‘aboqt finding appropriate criteria of su cess,. Because

L of Ebese difficulties, the'judgments piven below about the sdg;ess or

l- . s . v' \ . )
» failure of decentrallzat%Op experiments rely on several simple tests of

initiative and impact. Initiatfve is measured, intgz'élii_bv the exper-

iments' activity level, rate of innovation, and the coherence of its

. . . . . - . .
rosnams. Impact is measurad by the experiments' development ovzr tima .
£, . v ' Y A P

. . . '

and its meégurable banefitssy By the number of problems solved, and by the

tapribility and visibilitv of its outnuts. These are admittedly crude
- « ’
tests, but they ara appropriate to the inchoate and often relatively
. " ' —
*  unstructured work of decentralization .experimants.
. ~ e ) . . : "
Experimdnts’ in Dzcantralization o .

v

At‘ﬁeast nins different types of decentralizaticn exist in American

- cities. They are: 1) self-halp oré&nizations: 2) advisory boards; 3)

1

neighborhoo £iold O0ffices and Little C}t;\ﬁei}s; ) ombudsman. structures;

5) multi-servica centzars; 6) model ‘cities prosrdams; 7) community corpor-
. . . N ‘& " N .

' -

corporations; and 9) community school boards.

s atiopns; 8) naighborhqod hzalth

' \ L L - .
1) Self-nelp organjgations abound in American cites. They includs

' ¥ o ‘ .
block asshciations, terfint councils, n=ighborh&od assoclations and ad hoc
orotest groups. In some’ protast .grouns, the orpanizations have an advisory

N -

relationshic with govarnm2nt and ar? no* involwved in what wa think of as N

. 8 , .

ERIC - S ;
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borhood, represent.a relatively comprehansive and ambitious type of

.and lack any formal control over decisionmaking or resources.

N .

-’
ociatipns, neighborhood assoc-
L]

govefnmental funétibns.w~8ut many block a
] N .
iations, and tenants councils focus on sérvice‘delivery and work diresﬁly
with ébvernment.u They deal with gariape, hohsiqggiand-crime };obl;mﬁ;‘
Somesb?ovide alternative services. In the extreme caée, local citizens
. A .

v " '
in Detroit, New Y&rk, and Chicago have foéﬁed community patrols to 'police"

fhe neighborhood. Otherlself-help,groups have g‘%ab;ished day car® centers
L . ‘ 1

‘and educational programs qnd have. constructed vest-pocket parks. Repard- |

- -

¢ . : . » _
less of their specific activities, all self-help orranizations have several

o . ~N -
- common characteristics. They are usually orranized on a’block—by-ykocl

N e 4 -
basis, have democratic decisionmaking structur®s. and hSVG/ﬁéf?ormal.gov-

ernmental power or authority. Such.powar and authority as they possess

gg_factq'i5~S?lf-creatgg.ARQ~ii}f’Pe?U1atEd- These experiments thus

! ,.-' f' . .
represent the most spontaneous and least structured wav of increasing
’ ' ’
Al

- - - ' . - . » \ . - v
citizen involvement in nelghborhood problem-solving. : “\.

2) Community advisory boards also abound in most American cities. ,

A thousand citizen advisory boards were created during the war on poverty ‘
X .

5

. ‘ . ‘
alone.5 _In addition, advisory boards have been established %g local school

disfribts, maental health centers, police precincts, and in both urban re-

- .

newal and model cities projects. Hew York City's community boards, which

ara authorizad to édvise’On al} planning qu2stions afFecpgné their neigh-

advisory board. In genaral, these boards are not democratically elscted
\. - : N : e
- {

.
e v

 3) Neighhorhood field'éfficés'and Little City Halks have been estab-

lishad in many cities to.nb%inz government closer to the people.” They
i - . ) .
are streat-laval fovern?éé; officas gacr izfyanse information and scma2timzs
‘ : P/ EE

Vs
R AN . -

‘{ ;“ fi 'i. | J; 3 | 'fg).’:_ ill‘ o | : _f’t:”

N : - .

>
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"administer programs. According to one 1971 study, 'twenty cities had

3

‘Little City Halls fand five other 'citiés had similar axperiments with - ¢

,a different name).6 Little City Halls deal with a wide range of gov-

N
.

.

. e, ® . te "
- ernmental functions from sanitation and rqpreatlon to welfare and
- . - ¥

" ‘

employment. TIn some cascs, as in Bovton s Little City Halls, of fcials

. \ o
not only dispense information and‘process requasts but also plav. an

- . . .

A ombudsman role in pressing citiren womplants apainst city bqréaucradiqs.

. 4) Several cities have estahlism*lneiphbobhood ombudsmen to represent
— . :
. . . » o .
citizen claims and comnlaintd. Some” of these ombudsmen work from central
T ’ . '

rovernmant offices: others work out -6f neiphborhood offices. Some are
X

.

city officials; others are community residents. The pracise ro}e of
. ‘ . : >

. . . M B
. ) . - . (

‘ . . _ ,
~ ombudsmen varias from ditv to c@ty. Tt is clear that ombudsmen concern

. IR N I . . '

tbems°1ves with a wid= rénne of government services. As to their power,

‘one of\server hao noted that Oﬂnud\men are often hamstruns by an “absence
. i

. .
\ -

of subpdena power, ipabilitv to investirate sua sronte, poor records,

- r e
laqktof andeoand Ce of the executlv , and inadequate budrets."
-

©.5) Multi-service centers delivering a wide ranp2 of urban services

-
- [ - -~ .

.. . ' . . s 9
from a neighborhood location exist in more than fortv cities. In these
> exnerimznts, the depree of citizer participation rances from membershin
’, “ ) \ - - '
on advisory boards tqg control of a 3oard @f DLirectors- that sets policy - .

for th2 canters. In most cas=as, fundiap nes” from the city government

-
.
.

and\is allocated to »articular salari functions.

6) Model Cities prorrams have baan davaloned in 150 frmericdn cities.

e ) Lo P .
xe mechanisms for citizen particiration althoush the extent f *that

e [ B v}

on variess from advisorv rlannins to shared control. Prdrrams

1n

ara tvplcallv alministarad Ly a centralizad city aranocv, -
. - - . . -

O
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7) There are 1,000 community corporations in Am:ricnn citd

ns.

Cor-

porations Jdiffer from the Model City program in that they usuilly deal

with a narrower range of prorram5 and policies.

Cities, c¢itizen participants ir» often involved in propram administration

' e 11
as well as provram planning.

¢ - g) weiphborhood h:alth ¢hnters differ from multi-service centers

two respects,

Also, unlike Model

in

noinhborﬁéod residents often Q9n$rol nolicvmiking throurh an elected

Board of Directors.

block vrants from the f{aderal

- 9)-The powars of communitr fchool boards vary

city, an'l it is :h«ge‘ard imhosclble to talk alout

YWaoar congarnad

SChOOkrﬂOﬂPd.

hera with théﬁ, elacted nal

Fundine for these exporirments

Fovernment,

tvynically comas. in

A

)

<

widaly from city to

a tvnical community
¥ . -

shbhorhinod

- . . . .
First, they of far a narrower range of qorv;cﬂn‘ﬁ“d. second

poards +havt rossess a subctantial arount of decisienmakine powar and

. ,
control ov2r roscurcaes. 2w York City's Community GSchopl bBoards are one

. . { . .
examnla ¢f this rattern, bhut in at least forty other cities, neirhicrheod,
* .
.rasidants hagi%control of Tat least on= function in one or rmora: elzmentarwy
’~‘ '13 : N ' .
schools."
. L]
Powar Palaticnnin laigiborhced Lioerirendts
= = 2
- . B S, .
Given th@.variation§ Soth within afd between +h2 nine tvyres of dec-
. -

entralizaticn it is

"status and ranre of decentraliz

-

cd

-

. A
to make nracicsa ?”:QPﬁlLZatiOﬁS\QﬁiPi"thQ

atien exzeriments In Armerigcan cities.

o
s

S

Neverthelass, centaln pattarns emarge fron existinr exparimz2nts,

J" . RS

. . . : . . .

Firs*, the ideal of community contrcl has nowharae haen achieved nor
A : 7 . ‘ .
amoroachad.  Asg Firura 1 =ikag clear, axistine Aacintralization 2mmari~ant

. - ) -
( i D ' 11
LY
- A1 )
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varies, inversely with the number of functions. assigned to the local unit.

‘o

.The/single~function experimenfs possess more power than the mare diffuse,

-

-
-

general purpose experlments. . g - ) S

- v
3

Thlrd relatlngllggal power to functlonal re300n51b111ty, -we can see -

-

that’ ex1st1ng experlments fall into three:clusters; LeaV1ng a51de the

case of self- helD organlzatlons whlch have no formal powers, ‘there is a”

flrst clpster of three experlments where Dower 1s low and functional

: .requpslblllty 1s wtde Adv1sory Boards thtl 'Clty_Halls, and “ombud-

sman programs fall 1n"thls category A second cluster 1nclud1ng md&tl-

L *

seq"ce centers Model Cltles, and Communlty Coroorations, 1s character-

ﬂlZQl by modérate _power and by a- m1ddle -range’ number ‘of functional res-

~

_pénsibilfties. Finally, a third cluster, 1nclud1ng lidighborhood Health .

;can 1nfer from these oatterns tﬂgt central government haa rlv:;/ﬂ; its

7

Centers and certain communitY-schebl boards, is characterized by relai
\
. : . : S\
tlvely strong local Dower and by narrow funetlonal respon51b111t1es. WJ{’j
A .

.

power grudglnply. It has glven ‘up ‘almost. no Dower to. any gen al purpose

'form of ne*pnborhood povernment that mlght be v1ewed as a real alternatlve

\ K »
"

Xo central government. C ty ‘Hall has ‘devolved substantlal powar only to

h

- experiments that either represent new facilitigs and resources !e.g.,

.

_ neighborhood;heaIth centers) or to.strictly;ﬁohnded ekperiments that have -

.. no. possibility of cnaiienging the‘generai authority of central government.

(e.g., community school -boards).

s

With regard to control of resources, no experiment comes close to

full autonomy. Three experiments have .virtually no resources at all; two

receive grants that are tied to spegific uses; three receive a combination

A

v
o}
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6f categorical and ngsk grants,'and onlv one, neiéhborhood‘health centers,
- [N 4 . . X - '

¢+ Peceives the bulk of funds -from block™ grants. '

'We have described three®approaches %o decentralization: political

- . ™~
, - . . . . y
. T A . . -

. . L. - . - . . . ..
- decéntralization, administrative decantralization, and community control.

"What approaches have been taken in existing experiments? Most experiments

.
.

'emphasize politicalvdecentralization -- that is, citizen participation,

and some‘popular control of Dolicymaking.' However a minority'of exper-".

iments (Liftle City Halis, ombudsmea , and muﬁti service centers) emphasize

administrative decentralization: devolving.bureaucratic authority from
"downtown" offic1als to neighborhood officials. In this. type of exper-

~

iment neiohborhood residents have iit tle control-over programs and pol-

Y

ic1es (altnouph c1tizens have a- substantial involvement in some multi-

. * .os .L“."'
- 'service centers). : - R s L .

Finally, whiielno'experiment éomes closz to g¢ontrolling both oolicy—

makiné iﬁd“administration, some community school boards, health centers,

- and- community corrorations come closest to the ideal. In ‘these exper-

.

L

- iments, neighborhood residents are involved in making policy, administering’

[}

programs, and delivering services.

-~

- Tha Process of Innovation: An Overview
— ,

. - _ .- , _
‘The most immediate problsm.in -decentralization concerns the process

° e

7,.

&r‘ of .innovatioxg that surrounds any strategy -of neiphborhood problem- solVing'

Suroris*nwly, this process has been largely overlooked by’ anaiysts dis-

cuss*@g the strengths or waaknesses, K of some imapined end-~ state in neiah-

C - ' .
possess a.magic wand, }gﬂﬁproblem cf moving a centralizad urbanh governmant
. . ) o - - )

-

O
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'tbward greatér deéentralization‘is~1ikely_to remain the majof obstacle

. 'S . : A - .. . ‘
-7 ' to any design.-- however well constructed. The dilemma is how togzput

14 - . - RN

in’‘motion a strategy of neighborhoodLdeveiopment;.th to'creat"expev;

iments that will gain momentum andicapacity rather than fade 1n:the

face of 'the well-knpﬁn'frhstfations of dealing with'egtabliShed'gov-
‘ernmental structures. A . o f/‘
e . e /
At times, advocates of decentralization seem to suggest that the
\_“/' e ’ ) e - /r' .

'~ T process of innovation involves no moré’than the devolution of adequate
.o 3 . . . . : R K * ‘

_power to neighborhood unit's.' H‘owéver, my arqume‘* that much more

I
a
.

is 1nvolved in 1nnovatlon than sxmo]y channellng ”Dower to the nelghbor-

» ./
hoods In what follows, I will try to show fhat there are” complex
. ,/
- : architectural,questlons involved in neighborhood 1nst1tutlon-bu1ld1ng

T

and that the success of innovation dependé on the structure of the exper-

. 'y . . - '. ' B
iments. It'is the structufal foundations that.determine whether new

- insti tutlons w1ll take root in urban 1e1ghborhoods

"In-a recent study of 1nnovatlon in dacnntrallzatlon, the audthor
/ -

“examined seven neighborhood exnériments that represant the»major'aoord-
“ ~e . ) " ‘/' LY [ i

o

/

. : . : N . / .
aches to urban dacentralization. The experiments were: block associations
‘ , /A

/ .
in New York City, Community’(planning) Boards in-New York, the Community
B /

- / . r

Task Forée in ilew York (an ombudsmen experiment), Model Cities. in New Haven,
Y : : - :

. )
~

. and Communltj School B?EPQS in MNew York,

. . ™
/. L L

-  Social Conaitions of ’Hnlghborﬁood Action
rd . K

Not supprisinglv, the likelihood of successful collactive action varies

e

b }'“-invarsely with tha number and. intensity of social clzavages.in the,neignhbor-

>

hood. Tne explanation for this is simply that decentralization sxparimants

~ - ' ‘ 15-)
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-it difflcult for fraglle nelghborhood 1nst1tut%ons to aggregate and

-13- . L
. .

. ¢
.

have enough trouble flghtlng Clty Hall and nelghborhood problems w1thout

- v *

hav1ng fo flght 1nternal battles on rac1al ethnlc, economlc or geogra-‘

phical lines. However, thevintensity factor is also 1mportant'1n thlSj
regard - partlcularly in the case of bl—polar confllcts. Hot only is

‘e
satlsfy‘many ponfllctlng 1ntepests~(even if some are cross-cuttlng), it.

PR

is virtqpll& impossiblé for neighbofhood‘institutions.to:accommodate o
inteﬁééAbi—polar conf%ict. There-are sevéfal reasons for thig.i,For\

one tning, the existencé of intense bi-polar conflict gives-tﬁé;lié‘fo'
the experimeAt's'attémbt td,spéak.for the "community." 'Al§q, with inf

.

tense bi-polar conflict, each '"side" has ample veto power, and the’ result -

igs\a statement that hili'éripple institutions which, for reasons gf: pol-

itical efficacy, badly need;%b pfoduce concfetéfr3591tsg_ﬁFinall - ,enséﬁ
bi-polar conflicts are most likely to res* on the blaék-white.cléayége in-:

urban society and thus to activate deep symbolic.as well as material issues. .

Structural Determinants of Innovation S .

Structural similarities as well as- differences affected tha -outcome

of decentralization. Consider two commen characteristics: 1) leaders in

decentralization are suddenly in the position of having some powar and

authorltv and the hoaJy responsibility of "delivering .the goods” to their
constituants; 2) almost no neipshborhood leéaérs are naid for their ‘work.

The effect of the first characteristic is to.make neighborhood ledders

- service-=oriented, .concerned with concrate-and visible benefits. The second

characteristic has a -strong effect on the reeruitment of leaders: Because

the poor and "working poor" lack the personal rasourcas for the 'voluntarvy

v
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. altruism" required by decentralization, "middle-

_boards.

/ . . -14- ' o

ro -

class' residents dominate

the experiments. The leaders are professionals, small businessmen, tea-

chérs,land Hqusewiyés, who-have the time to participate. :Many are employed

- . \

by existing community organizations and are in.a sense professional neigh-

*

borhood activists. Thﬁs: thg_politics of neighborhood goyerﬂmentfabe_nd'
different from politics at any other level, _Participation depends png
personal resources., = . _ L : o 5

i} . * . -

. . . . . - . . y L

N . Ry
0

-Theﬂﬁ§3f-imqutaht»fiﬁdihg5£§ ﬁhaf,différénf expebiqgﬁfsfpréduce
different effects. 'queed,<odr éentral question is whaf organizatiénai
sfructures and pdl&tical arrangements are most conducive to successful
experimentation J’.n__dec’e_a.r.at.raliza‘_tion..~ We can immadiately g%vé_one négative.
.dnsﬁer to th%s questigﬁ.l That-is;”thé'Aeéféé:of décéﬂffaliiation;did not

détérmine thz level of impact: for block associations and the Community

Task Forcs had a greater impgct, by anv measure, than th2 community school
- . . .

~ "

e
: .

Below wa will Hevelop:twd explanatory propositions about innovation

in dscentralization: . 1) succass in innovation is a function of the re-

b o
- - g

sourcas the experiments possessfféléfiVe to'a) the difficulty of the tasks

- . .
o -

they perform and b) the magnitude of the- organizational costs tﬁgy‘bear. s

v

2) To persuads citizens to invest in decentralization, it is necessary

= . . ‘
. 3 . LAY .
that the.rewards of such action be greater, than the parsonal costs. Ser-
ious partidipation’ i§ likaly to occur only when neighborhood government "
‘ . - . ) lu 'fo
programs offsr visible rawards and work to solve concrete preblems. .
) ‘ .
Task Orientation L . !
R . LT Y .~ o ) Coy
. 'The work of the experiments was defined by thair fundamental purpose.
This is_an obvious but not =mpty assartion, Tha comiunity school boards
. . . N r ’ .
; Ty o
X 3, . . . ’ /
- ) y o
04 N v
‘w H ! ) f
K3 A @ 4
- \“ ¢ v \ . a
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had to deal wlth the full range.of educatlonal -and admtnlstrative 1ssues

N . N

,\ .

. that arise in thelr schools. Otherwise they ‘could not attempt to govern'
: ' ’ -

education in any meaningful sense. Sii}larly, Model Cities and‘heighbor%

hood corporatlons had a dlffuse agenda created by the’ breadth of thedr_;

N

mandate.N By contrast, the work™” f the: Communlty Task Force and tlﬁ Hlll

- . o
’ Health Corporation was focused because’ their mandateg were focuse

. . . . . - L 3
- these experiments were created to deal with a specific and boundad set
of service problems. . SRR ‘f-’ , '
! . . . ) ) .
A.. Information Costs - 4 . . B

-
1

A diffuse mandate produces another effact. The more diffuse-the tasks

of decentralization, the greater are the costsgof getting informatidn about

relnvant problpms and programs.ls The 1eaders¢of'commﬁnity boards and

[N

Aodel Cltles were constantly: 1nvolveda1n a frustratlng search for 1nfor-

’ mation,about government. decisions, p;ans, and reports or about,the basic

charactéristics-of neiphbdrhood problemé. Sfﬁilarly, many of the neigh-
) . . é
borhood corporat¢ons set out to devel&o broad paupﬁd Dlans for ‘their

nelghborhoods and wound uo mlred down in data collection. Some desplte

an expensiva investment of tlme and energv, were unable to develon even

. -

a cruds picture of releavant ;ssuesrand problems. Information costs in.
' A ' LN '
the community school béards wens high for a diffenent reason: there was

- P

i

too much information -- about personnzal, prograTs, and myriad administra- .
S : ,

)

© tive prdblems. - S oA T . ot e y
o : - a 4 : I

L , e L o (L
In contrast, leaders of the small scale expgnlments di4d not.have thls
. . ." O o

A ~ problem. Block assoc*atlons, says one- leader, focus on. what ”we cdn see
and fezl." Th2 Communitv Task Force lzadesrs dealt wigg common, aaelhv
7 L .
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-
3
.

understood service problems, ahd'thelﬁealxh Cl;poration leaders supervised .

v 2 T T _ .
.. chncng;e health services. | o T ~( ) - o - o L
. R " n v
" B, Choice - N . é
Ch01ce is anofher crucial d;men51on of - task orientation. At one
_ “@xtreme, the commun}ty schoo boarhs had llttle choice about- what tasks
v D oe . - .
1¢hex would perform. Th?ir ta k was defined by established edugational '
’ practices, existing administrative rules and'routines, and their égenda

[3

‘was limited by 1awfand union céntract. At the other extreme,- block
*associations had no fixed manddte or agenda. Block leéders_could.pick
. . whatever tasks they found appropriate to their skills and .resour¢es. The,

‘leaders of the Hill Health Corpdration also had considerable flexibility’ ..

~ ) - ! ’ . L N . -
in setting their agenda, for the|experiment was neither tied directly to : 4',\“_
new institution did it'have_tOfédjust‘I N

a government bureaucracy, nory as
to pre-existing rules and routine This flexibility is an importtant
Al . - N . . . .

: ingrédient’ih any decéntralization exoerimenf. ,If their_agenda is flex-

.ible;, nelghbornood l@adars can devise thelr own strategy and search for e
—. . 1
. n'winning issues. W1thout flex1b1L1 v, ehe nelghborhood 9051t10n is both
. - ( 't .
“.reactive and constrained.’ '

-3

In sum, the tasks of decentralization differed from one expériment .

" to another. The more diffuse the tdsks of decentralization the more

o “difficult it was for the experiment to have an impact on neighborhood

probloms. Furthor, the more 1nflex1ble the tasks of decnntrallzatlonl

1 . : ' . . “
' tha more dlfflcult 1t ‘was: Fov the, experlmﬁnt to have an 1moact. ST

- . . i
- -
8

c. Dégree of‘Difficultv o

Y )
"

.. The tas< orlontat;on of dacentrall ation exoarlments has one further

.

< _ 19
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' 1 . ? . . o : T .
.‘ : ) .= ‘ o ' ' .
‘dimension. -Simply, some urban problems are easier to solve than others.

-
f .

With some, the means-end logic of how to act on a pnobleh is clear; with |
. ] . . . . . . ’ .
others, it’'is either uncertain or, largely unknown. At one extrgme, no

one Knows what 'solutions" will work: more or different teachers, more ,
. ' ' L4 L ) . . -

_or different:qompen§atory"pfograms,_or more integration. Yet the success .

of the community school boards depends ultimdtely on their ability to

.,
'

';/ﬁfSOIVE this inherenxly cemplex pfoblem;. Netghborhood corporations and

- \.
IS

Model Cltles de31re to have an 1mpact on hou51ng, educatlon, and economlc

development in thEIP nelghborhoods, and thlS Leads them into 31mf}quy\\

. . S e o

complex and-dlfflculp problems, The nroblems of hou51nv and ec0nom1c
~ o o -~

developmant are as difficult as‘those of education but for different

‘feasons: .they afe resource problems and their solution requires a large
capital 1nvastm=nt By contrast, many of. the problems attacked bv block

aasoc1atlons and *the Communz*v ﬁask Force .are uncomollcated, and their
solution is'CIear cut. Cleaning'un a block,*getting avpothoLe filled,
} paintiné‘a‘house are '"'low-budget" tasks.  Most of the! "eombudsman''tasks .’

. that raquire-a smootn worklno relatlonshln WIth c1ty departments have ‘a

simple solution once that relationship .is establishad. And the 1n1t1al
S ' ’ B _ a
investment involved -in settimg up those felationships doe=s not require

larga financial resources. "It is obvious but important that the more
' l . : N . i . .

complex tberr@bfgms the more- difficult it-will be for decantralization

< 1 h -

IexpeyimS, s te have-an impact;.‘If the evperiments must deal only with

-

insolublel problems for which they lack adesquate resources, thay are

‘ ’ . . o . T . \ R A .
.The .implication harz is not that decéntralization experimants should
' / . : - » " : N . . . )

ba concarnad only with simpls problensythat can h= =2asily sol;;dff\ﬁae ‘

ERIC ) . ' )
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"planned failure," » SN

.

< }mplicafion,is that an experiment that cannot possibly meet its objectives

is worse than no decentrélizatidn experim?ht at all. The further impli-

- v L]
. v . -

cation is that if complex, capital-intensive problems are to be attacked,

~
.

- . . .
decentralization experiments must have the resources recuired to convert

investment into impact. Otherwise, the expériment is exercise in
== : : . . < ‘ > .
] “.

-\
—

¢

S/

Organizational Costs of Decentralization = L .
- : : ' . . ‘ O ‘ "

Decentralization experiments can be gtructured in different ways.to..

Yoo ) ’ T o - T

accomplish their tasks. But differen tructural designs carry with tham

different organizational césts. The greater the costs the more difficult

s .
N . . .. ] . "

it is for decentralization experime®ts to have an impact and the more
‘ LT ’ ~ * ’ . ‘.
resources are neadad to convert invastment by n:ighborhood lzaders into

Y . .

. . . T - . v LY

impacts on neighborhood pgxPlems.J T ] -
N > . . :“ _ . -
- . . . o 9 e

A. Depr=z=e’of Particinaticn ) : .

T

N

" One Important structural diffsrencs exists between formal and inforral

organization -- d2fined in-terms of democratic proczdure. It is clear that

. T - 16
formal democracv is a costly process and takes time and energv.” - One
3 N - - . ; . T F]

neighborheod l=ader said: "It seems llke you have tc choos= wh=re to put
- .' - Y
your en2rries: into me2etings or irte programs, and action. OFf cours2, you

- . LI

should reallv do both -- but ¥ou don't Hawd endurh time. It pot so we wers
g i - . ] ’

%

. : o : . T
having almost nightly m=etings-at the ccrooraticn. Ue wera real democrats ...
‘ _ " _ > P ‘
we had preat carticipation Lut that's all we did, M2 didn't g2t anything
. L . L f
accomplisied.™ | = ¢ ' . ' , ..

-t .
[

& trad=-off betwzen investment in political action, and forhal democracy’

'

ey : N =
mants. The exosrimants dast

f=hel

U

existad ip most of thz2 dzcentralization 2u

. . . - 21

4
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‘ as formal assemblies paiA a high price to maintain their democratic pro-

cess. The community.boards, for examplem tended to become debating
. ) ”: - ,

of functioning as a community foiﬁm. dany
\ B

- societies in the coursse
=4

~

. . : : A\
community school boar members also complained that the meetings and - . '}

_theb”process” drain awav all their time and ®neryy. -
A ! . ' ] K
In general, then, the more formal the démocratic process the gneater

thé costs borne by decentraliza(ion experiments -- and,; the more timé‘énd

.- ’ ener .ware re ulred to convcrt 1n&eq*ment into 1moacx he b llcatﬁon )
L

. r . - . ' . ¢ .g.
of this- analvs.s lS not that 1t 19 a mistake for nelnhborhood 1nst1tut ogé o

.

< to be democratic. he implicétion is that it is cfucial to réalizé.that

democracy is not orly a virtue bLut a burden -and ‘that a formal experiment
_'-'. '(. S )
. . in neighborhood democracy lacking substantial resourcss Is likely to
Y .
produce the frustrated reaction: 'all we do is talk." /

*
. . : il

2 . ._. .' C ) . . . . Vd
B.,. Scale

oA s . -
BRI L

A secong structural d-fferonce °x¢stsv etweern small-scale and neigh+

. 4 4

”borhood—wide constifuencies. Th;s varlabla has a s*ronc effect on *hP

o . o o B ) ' '
. organizational costs of'dacantrallzatlon., Th? larpar the consth cy,
. the morY commurnity conflicts and cleavames are likelv to arise -- and the
[ X \,‘ . . . .

more timz it is likely +*o takz ¥or ths exp2rimant to takz acticn. The

dlff cult}? aggregating and articulat{Qg dchpig 1nt rests was obvious

R R -

in thrae ne}rﬁbornood wide assenblie . community bqards, Mod=1 Cities,

nd COMﬂuﬁ3t .school boards. In cqntrast, block associations, the Com-
‘)1 , ) R g .
munity Task Fgre=, and the 1111 tlealth Corporation dealt with limited
i

constituzncies that tendad *o articulate similar 1€ not conmon nea2ds and

interzsts. ‘Tne sigglarity 5f intepests existed in thes2 casas bacause the

N.
oo

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



« -

tasks of the experiments were higﬁly‘focﬁSéd: ~on one small block,

particular kinds of éervioe_problems; on childreps' health needs.

" v

. N \" i ' » <t
C. Size of Dzcisionmaking Bodies ' ' N
g »

The larger the representative body that gbverns the experiment,Tthe

- N

greater the organizational.cosfq of’ decisionmaking. !More preciaé y., the

- . ) o

greater the numbef of representativess the more time,it will take

£

3 reach agreenent and the more confllctlno 1nterests will exist that have'

.

. -

. . .

fto«ba accommodated. It is obvious that a dec151onmak1np oroud of two is

:GﬁwJ likaly t; do:it;’oasiness'more'easily fhan a éroup of 290. _Even in 1955,
extrema cases:'tﬁg.size'ﬁ%inciple;apoiies. Tha eommunity boards, for

. example, wefe unwieldy at‘oo members. -With that man}hinjeresf; and indee
seats'at tha con?erenoe tabla, it was’hard to»do much“else ooéldeoafe;
T “ . : . PR

of tha decis

nrak ny body 1s’oart1cularly

AP

TR - In audi on, the siz

woardé whare the neighborhocd

C . . P ¢ o
important in experlmants'llke.tneﬂcomqpnffv
. LERgTERSERE ‘ !

or or protesting, against

[

neads to prgsent a united front in lobbying
. , R

povernmon* bclicies. The los¢ic of advisory Hoards is such that either

LACIARE

internal divlisions or the inability to reach stronr and clear positions

make this. form of particination ineffactual.

D, - Entancliamant

A fourth structural var1a51= concerns, the relatl onsnxn between city

‘

. ‘ : - . . » )
govern“ont and nzighberhooad exoerimants. Are the n=2 1ghbornood structur=s

, .

N U : . A 4

.

2nt of.citv povarnm=nt, comnlatzlv dzpzndent on them, or are the

Indep=an

e

't

tuo clos=ly intertwinad? Tfor sevaral reasdbns, th2 rmorz d2pandent or Ing

’ . s . -~ - . . .

b

at the lceal lawel., Tha Id2a of “zntanrline alliances” is a familiar one
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American politics, In decentralization experiments, the problem is one
. R . - i . R . R , . . . .

et s DU
of entanglements that produce constant friction if not open conflict.
P - ' ) . .
When the neighborhood and. city structuras are: closelv intertwined,
w: : '

'pboblems of auythority, responsibility and communications result. In
- oL PR . i

.

genera¥, neighborhood leaders wish to be autonomous ,“and the, more they

Faecr

-have to work within the rules and routines and under the instruction of
’ ‘< 4 4 ’

'city gévérnmenf, the mor® constrained and resentful they feel. These

- frictions and conflicts appear most qlearl? }n_tﬁe “odel Citias Program,

Sl coféorations, and the'community schéol boards -- all

.

“‘the "neighborh

experiments that re either intertwined with cr dependent on city gov-

»

ernment. o o [
S . ' , - / ST
fThe authority problen here is. both substantive and svmbollc.& Con-

' sider thes case of community school boards. :Wheq both the city and the

neighborhoods .share nower in many arzas gF govarnancz, substantive dis-

agreements ar2 likely to arise ovesr th2 neichborhood's mandata and the

extent of its authoritv. "It is hard to dchieva a clear separation of

: ' D~ .
. powers in any imtergovernmental relationship; but it 'is especially hard
Yy £ 1] T

b ' to do so whan the two "authorities" conffantly ig*teract in policvmaking
and adminis*ra®ion. In any case, arrunents over autherity ars inherently

difficult to resolve. Whare they rest on ambirfuitv or differant inter-

pretations, thnai;is no rzcourse except to renqutiate the contract of
\ . A RN
. - .
d2centralization. In general, these argumants ovar authority raise ulti-

mate quastions about tha rules of tha rame that cannot bz decided by

recourse to thcse rules. Gymbolically, community school hoard l2aders -
Yy Vs 5 :

complain that they fezl like "lackeys,” when thay have to follow Board
p )4 Y b )

of Education directives, and «Man thay have to check with downtown bzfor:

. A .. : ’7"- ' . .. o Do 215-

Q oo v . B - -
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we do.anything.” In this case, sharing authority meant ‘that neighborhood

~and the neighborhood over the'division of work responsibilities. The

. -~

EN _22_.' <

.
. . ’

[ 4

-

leaders were not fully their own masters énd, in the view of some, they

were still "under the thumbs' of the central government.

. . . . .
Conflict over responsibilitiess was also wiéespread in the closely

’ ~ -

- [ i .
"inteértwined” experiments., Consider the lNew Haven 'odel Cities program.
T N R .

~

. J
. A . » -
A conflict has éxisted since. the gxperiment began between the city agency

Aargument aboutJ”who should be dg:ng what' spilled over into other policy-

. i . . . . ‘g
making ares;ifthus souring the entire relationshif®between the city and
T e ?

the neighborhood. 'In particular, neighbo}héod iaaders complijned that

they had to do all the hard "street-level" work but they did not get any

credit for their labors and lackad authority commegﬁugate with their

-

/ responsibility. Citv administrators had oreciselv the oppesita feelinss.

They felt thev were the only participants working effectively at the
‘ , . . ’
street leval and rasented the claim by neipghborhcod leaders that only

/xhey gneak and work for the community.

°
\

[ 4
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

i

Problems of cemmunication =xistad in mest orranizations: and, in

.

)
fact, it was hard enouph for neighborhood l2aders to coordinats the various

parts of their own structurs. Howaver, the cormunications »roblem was com- .
poundad in "intartwinad' experirents where two parall2l bureaucracies ovar-

. L}

lap, intzract, and conflict in the decisionmaking proc2ss. In the casz of
i . .

the neighborhcod corporations, local l=2adars complained that they must

.- e/
amount of *Imz and enersy meetine with their city

&
ot
v

spend an inordin

:

counterparts to find out what is poine bn and to kue=p City iall "from

snearing thinps pdst us.
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E. Political Controversy

A final structural variable concerns-the natureuof the political

4

issues raised by differé&t decentralizatién experiments. Some kinds of

- : ' " . :
decentra}izatlgn are inherently controversial, others are not. When dec-

v

entralization involves the governance of schools and the attendant racial

conflicts, political visibflity is high, concern is intense and nearly

universal,, and the perceived polixical consequences are great. Similarly,
. -

P

the Model Cities,b;ogram inevitably raises éﬂﬁppversial political issues:

who gets what amount of program money and patronage jobs. 1In a third case,
community:boavds exist to deal with the issuesk”everyoné's upset about,"”

as one member put it. And unless the community is unified in its sense of,

~

needs and interests, this means political controversy and conflict.

In sum, the more politically controvepsiar the experiment the less

margin of error and flexibility tﬂ:\éﬁperiments\will have in developing
a program. Controversial experiments will be closely wétched.and.quiékly

attacked by opponents. They are relatively defenseless against ”smear“
campaigns designéd to discredit néighborhood organization, and they ruﬁ
thé risk of becoﬁing "politicailfootﬁélfg" in largervpolitical areas.

All things being equal, fhe more controversial the experiment, the more
difficult it will be to maintain polifical viability and to have an initial

?

impact on neighbofhood problems.
.

Political Skills and Pespurces ) o

f

Faced_with these tasks and organizational costs, leaders of the dec-

entralization experiments épply whatever political skills and resources

i

they possess to thé challenge of making neighbortood novernment'work. We

'
. ot
vt -
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have seen that the dlfflculty of the tasks, and the magnltude of the costs

'dlffer greatly from experlment to experlment. But the skills and resources

b ’ $ .o

_ possessed Q( nelghborhood leaders are surprysingly 51m11ar, and thls 51m—

1lar1ty exists because all leaders lacde several 1mp0rtant oolltlcal

-

resources.
“ . . ".'.

A, Time Resources - oo : .
' . : . ' ' ' w~

For one thing, almost none of thé leaders wer® paid for their.wqu;

Ny

" This meant that they had to'supportbtheir activism with prjvate resources.

None of the leaders could quit their "regular' jobs and still afford to

be community activists. For this reason, neuneighbophood leaders could
R o .
afford to work full time.v The;leadere,wiﬁh the greatest '"time resources"

were self-employed small businessmen and employees of community organiza-, -

tiens.* The small businessman often had a flexible schedule if their

 business permitted them to set their own agenda.{ Employees of community

.dbganizations were paid to be neighborhood activists, and their job

administrative expertise., Whi l°~mcsL leaders did not Have Ei run

4 ’ hd

' responsibilities.often fitted in naturally with other kinds of participa-

tion. . .

'3

In general, the time resources of neighborhood lead:rs were limited

“.and strictly beounded. Participation became a form of moonlighting, and

the amount of time leadsers could spend on neighborhood work deﬁended on

" . how many meetings they can endure each week and: how many hours of sleep.

<

they required sach night. _ d . . ' '

B. Expertise . T . i
.‘; ANeighborhoddileaderé tyoically lacked another important:resource:
- oy

o .

27

<
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organizations on a day-to-day basis, most ‘leaders had to deal with problems

P
‘

. . . - ;Y
of information—gathering,'analysis,ksudgeting, administrative process,
v . A . , e
implementation and evaluation. Sone leaders learnedﬂthese skills the hard

way. For-example, those ombudsmen wgouha;e “earned "administrative pro-

cess" in:years/of trying to work with city government. But most leaders

8

of decentralikzation experiments edmitted that they lacked nécessary admin=-
: . | ;

‘istrative skills. One school board member said: "It'is one thing'to make

a protest and tell the government what it's doing wrong when the problem

L
3

. rs/sometning you know about directly and run into eVery day. It's another

= . . to ‘run things’ yourself% . vto figure outﬂthe budget'andhmake dééisions on. -
. . 4

K

time. . .and get through all ‘the reports so(you know what' s going on and

‘can see-what's wrong in one program-and know-what to do about it."

C. Staff Suooort ; I . ‘ . §

A third political resource that most’ neighborhood leaders lacked was

v -

staff support. Some experiments provida‘secretaries to organizelthe work
. ) -

.of neighborhood‘participants. But no experiment provided neighborhood

2 ’ -
“leaders w1th staff sunport to organize information and do research on
: . . ) 2 N
'current issues; Thus, the neighborhood leaders had to absorb relevant
’ .y . - "

* information, analyze?policies, and make decisions in their'snare time.

-

Any U.S. Representative faced wirth this prospect would be ineffectual.

[

_And higher level renresentatives delnot have. to cope with the problem of

. '. ‘ _’k - . :
shaping. theif role, making an initial impaéff/and'keaping their institutions

alive, ¥

D. Fiscal.Resources

M »

3

C Finally, neirnoorhood l=ad=rs lackod Flesi Dl= Flscal resourcas. , In
- s C 2§$,

Q ' : ' 2N

ERIC SRR A
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fact, most expepihents.haye little or no money. And those that appeared

on papar tq have substantial reéources, épch\as the community school
. i . 3. .

. beards and the Model Cities program, lacked flexible resourc#s that

S

could be used for new initiatives.

¢ Armed with these meager Dolltlcal resources leaders of the decan-

-'trallzatlon experlmégts had to relj on thelr exubarance street- 1evel

. ’v,: . o r b . o R
) . . . . . i [l
experiénca, and as one leadenbput 1t,-the1r ”mothef w1t.”f@8ut in the
- . . W ) [ * .
- . (4

hard accounting of political costs and resources, these are relatively S J/gf\s

>

-

intangible weapons. We may admire the personal‘quélities of neighborhood

leaders, but admiration is now power. In the. face of difficult tasks and

high political and organizational costs, neighborhood leaders lacked the
- ’

‘e a
. :
[

‘resgurces to convert investment into impact. L A -

#The Political Economy of Decentralization

/

'
'

The idea of political =conomy, as it is used hefé,'cohébrnﬁ.theftasks;'L:

costs, and resources found in differznt decentralization structdres, My
claim i1s quite simply that neighborhood structures will .be effective only.
if théir resources are commensurate with their tasks and costs. dnly then

will plans for-decentralization be converted into successful innovations.

i

We have seen tﬁgf'the.rasources possessed’ by neighborhogd leaders are sim-
ilar. We have also seen. that the:tasks and -costs of decentralization vary'

» o3

dramatically. Thsa crucial Vgriables-aré illustrated on p. 27.

i e

\ B
A ’
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. I : ' .A. Task Orientation .
.1, Focused—-—;------f ----------Diffuse
. 2. Flexible------- ————y- _—f—;?——Inflexible
- -, ' (' . . ‘
-~ 3. Simple-—:-ff—;—-—— =e==—----Complex
i85
- B N
: i%{ S B. Organizaflonal‘fosts )
if‘ : R v o R '
, R B "iQP. Informal-—: -------------- s-——Formal - , \
5. SmallrScale--w ——————————————— Nelghborhood{z}d& U '
. : =t 4 '
L . 6. Small G’r‘oup&‘——:--' ---------- Large. Assembly
7. Autonomous-------—------=-=-- Intertwined (dependent)
8.. Noncontroversial-------------Controversial"

In short, the more the decentralization experimentsiposséss chara-
1§ ey .
cteristics 1n the rlght hand column, the harder 1t will: Be.for tnjm to

: Y

have an]lmiact on neighb thood-problems.~ Ho_slngls-gharactgrlstlc totally

: . L - W
Vltlates ‘the nossibility of successful innovation.. But, in.fact, the

* . . ' : .
charadteristics were strongly ralatéd in the seven" experiments. . Three .
‘2

exper;ncnts, the comnunlty boards, ”odel Cities, and the community school

.- . - i . . \
. boards were dlffnse,vcomplex, and formal, had large governing bodies, were

Pl

closely intertwined wiZh government, and raised controversial pgiitical

v

issues. A fourth#%periment, neighborhood corporations, was similar in

~most‘resnects. Three otner exnerlments block associations, tha Community

’

* ' Task Forca, and the Hlll Haalth Corporatlom had the opposite characterlstlcs

in almost every respeét. Analytlcally, we would pradict that the‘furst set

"of exn._i nts would have had little initial impact on nel nhborhood orobl“ms

8

‘ becaus= of the tasks and costs thatrihey faced and that the second set of

A ) T

{ experimants .would have a -ar graater 1n0act on their nﬂlgnbornoods ‘This

\J

ERIC | s
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. prediction is borne out, to take two extreme cases by the experience of

the Community Task Force and the Hodel Cities program:,

The Community Task Force had a focused task in its ombudsman work,

-a lean decision?aking structure and av01ded dramatic pol : ca& contro-
P S
versy and constant brushfire conflicts with central government. By all

measures used in my analysis, the Task Force was highly effective. By ¢

LI

contrast, the Model Citles brogram had a diffuse task orientation, a

fragmented organizational and" participative structure and was constantly

e /.~. '

entangled with City Hall. By all neasures, the t33?}~C1t*es program was

, ) ’ . RS
D ) .

clearly ine£fecthal.r~ _ _ ,

- o B ety

* - -. .. « vt o 4
T . To this point, my theorv is that successfihl ‘innovatiom in decentra-

lization is a function of social conditions, organizational tasks and

o Eh

".costs, and of the poiigical,resources possessed by neighborhood“expeniments
- ~ and their leaders. ’'But to understand the. dynamics gf_innOVation'ana insti-

» .

tution building more fully, it is necessary to examine in-greater detail

alternative strategies of innovation and the nature of sthe:neighborhood's
political. resdlrces. ' ' ‘ . ' .

. i . 1z : “ . - . . )
* “Taking existing resources as given, this analvsis surgests at first .

ot
v

glance that small focused, service¥oriented expegjhents carry a'?gﬁggpeater

chance of succeszul 1nnovation than- comorehenslve, neighborhood wide _assem-

« ~.'J
"

blies. However, the reply can easily be made that if the resourcs 0r<cost
- )
$
side of the decentralization eouation were chanoed producinq a more fav-

U

orableé resource/cost ratio,.cOMbrehensive exDeriments might prove more

:y L,,"

effective. That is, if exnarinents were desiyned so as not to be engangled
with governmant or inflexible in their mandate, or if neighbobhood participants

4

31 . »
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R4

were given salarles, staff supoort, tralnlng, and other resources, the

prospects for broad scale experlmentatlon would be ‘improved.

But’ desthe the apparent common sense oﬁ thls reply, it doas not N “1'*;

n a," W

’

. meet thé’ underlylng strueturai dllemmas of 1nnovatlon in decentrallzatlon.

L

For whatever resources communlty school boards for/examgle, may possess,

0"1.’

they still are likely to face_large structural‘gbstacles that do not -

arise for the Hill Healfh Corporation or the Commepity Task Force.

is'this so?

,c1ty gpvefnment and ‘the nelghborhoods and w1t§fﬁhndameﬁ%al ch01ces in

nelgHBorhood 1nnovatlon. In analytlcal teégszcthere are at least four

'.

1

-

o

L] -

Whv

The answer has to do with the bas1c relatlonshlo batween

¢

i

P

different City Hall-heighborhood relatibnshlps based on the relatlve

{

‘Strehgth or weakness of the central government and the.neighborhood.

-vwﬂhey are) as: follows:

.« o

Deighbuciioed Joshtutions

FleCRE 2

[

~

»
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. At present, .the sfchfural relationship between City Hall and the

-
P,

neighborhogdSLis’éither‘that of hierarchi¢al control -- as in police‘or
N ',Jf:' -.‘;'." ’ . . . .

-weﬂucatlon ~= or fragmentatlon as 1n'areas such as health, drug treat-
ment Pr communlty development where there 1s a mult;p11c1ty of sm@%l

»and pften 1neffectual pnograms both at the centrar leval and in the

‘ N
ne1ghborhoods, in texms of-nelghhorhood development thls structural-
context prov1dea,several dlfferent anoroaches to nelghborhood innovation

and 1nst1tuxlon-bu1ld1ng and the aoproaches differ markedly in what I

'f - " hawe callad the -polit ~ical economj‘of decentralization., The dlfferent.

) ‘e "

L '-fstrategles can be deolcted in the follow1ng way:
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_What'is'suggested.here is that when gn eypeyiment like school dét=

entralization .is launched, it immediately runs i\nto the eRtreluched strength ‘

'oﬁ*existing bureaucracies which have establisn 'verpicai‘contrq%,};.from 3
Qﬁ(ﬁxy Hall, down to the n81gthPhOQdSu ﬁydccntrasp;.according.tc'fhfsbldgic;d
A A Yl :
RN 'when an onbudspan exnerlnent like the Communltv Task Force is launched, it
fllls polltlcai space lnteﬂstit;;lly hetween the weakly dévelpped fleld

organlzaulons of sa@1§atx0n, hig hway, -and waten, supply departments In

v

I I .

" fact, such experlmen s may flourish precisely because they take advantapo

of this fragmentaxion._ They do this by using‘the city department's

cse

"weaknesses agalnst ‘thew -- as le?grage“to.createpinitial accep{ance and

then bureadoratic) squort.: More precisely, the ombudsmen provide ”1ocal (

- L A U &,
el ) xgn
knowledpe” and lnformatlon that the bureaucracles do not possess, and

. .'.' . - . . . -
. then they provié§ coordination and communication between citizens and N

o © departments that did not exist previously. As a result, the bureaucracies

> .

. h
v dpvelop a rel;ance on this mechanlsm for produclnp lnfornatlon and feed-' oy

_a SRS
. » "

back, and, at 1east in-the case of the Task Force, come to feel that they
’ 4 N . . ] . a -
bendfit from ‘its existence. ; ‘ '

%'The Hill ﬁealth Corporatlon aqgroacnes the structural problem of

" innovation in yét another way. Althougn,there are wyarious medicaL*centeﬁs e

and-health_delivery organizafions in New Haven, none has developed strong ..
roots ‘at the-neighborhood leval. Indeed, the major hospitals feel bur-

®

denéd by the presjupre on their clients created by low;income residents

- who have no other opportunities *for medical dares: For this ra2ason,.the.,
Tom . ) Y ) ; W .

treatment of low-income residents on-a day-to-day basis falls into a “'zone
: | . cL .‘ :
P 4 - . . ’ . + e
of indifference" in existing patterns of organizational space and adminis-
" N '

trative control. Althourh tHe L-al h Cornoratxon repreSents a cHalLénre Pl

* ] . . A

. . . . e ' LS 1
) . . A
: . ,3‘& : 2o ’ *
: ) ST o ’ : .
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to the dominance of//arger organlzatlons, it is a challenge that thlse-
As a result, innovation in this zone

N “

organlzatlons are haopy to 1gnorew

N

.
Ly
- .
3
e e

by the center to destroy or subvert the experiment, -

R Finally,;ﬁlock associations represent a Jefy different strategy of

nemghborhodd 1nnovation, That is, they seek to operate 1m a polltlcal

’ < o

4 _‘" T Y \.2
'space wbere there are no establlshed governmental rivals or communlty

n - .
' .
' . . ‘

organlzatlons. Slncé the bureaucrat‘c\control of exlstlng rban insti-

'

T . b 3 v .

~ . ., ‘tutigns does not reach downward t¥ the polnt of direct contact with A
///'_ citizens, block associations fill a political vacuum, in which the§hdo” a

. not encounter the conflicts of dealing with entranched, power-conserving
organizations? And clearly;in termp-ofvthe costs of communicatiomy,
i . . A ) v
decisionmaking and entanglement, the political economy of the vacuum-

filling "approach is highly favorable for'neiphborhood experiments.

In sum, the structural o?ﬂ@lem of 1nnovatwon is approached in im- .
e v -.|

sy
Strategy.has powerful implications for the success“of innovation. For

4 -;Bﬁi:rtantlv different ways by ﬁecen*rallzatlon exoerlments, and the cholce
P4 " .
J B i L . .H‘.‘ .

analytical  purposes, th2 different approaches can be reduced to five models

- of decentralizationﬁ Two models -- what T will call the povernment<ins

o~

r ) ) i E e ‘- . v

ation with esxisting governmentaf structures. The "government-in-miniature"

.

.~ model is reoresented by the community boards and'the neighborhood corpora-

‘tions." Im additlon, many plans’ for ne*phborhood povernment in dew York

4 B V 9 ._ ) . .

“and elsewhere enV1sLon the creatlon of & nolltlcal structune paralle} to

that of city- wlde government at the nelg&borhood level 18 It is worth

] ) :

ERIC
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o . s C o . R ’ - . [} '
. miniature and bureaucratic madels -- lead to diresct.confliet and confront-

-t
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notlng that th1s model requires that the neighborhood structure win.the

power §truggle with.central government bafore it can perform its role.

v Put another way, with this model neighborhood innovation cannot be

effective in solving neighborhood problems before power relations bet-

ween Cit%’Hall and’ the neighbdrhoods have been radically restructured

“and the center has devolved substantlal power to the nelghborhoods

A se ond model of decentrallzatlon that entalls-a dlrect confront-

.iatlon i}th‘uhe existifig strucknqe is the "bureaucratic" model’ ‘By th’.

-

I mean: eﬁoerlmEats llke the communlty School boards ‘that s‘ek to wrest

. 4

K polltlcal control or urban bureaucracles away from: centrallzed adm1n1s-

\ * : "
trators and establish neighborhood-controlled bureaucracies instead.

\( ) o : . o ’ . » ' K . : LR Y \

It goes'without saying that this strategy involves. a frontal assault

P4

on deeply-rooted patterns of, centralized control. And'if central ad-
ministrators act to consenvevtheir power, the only way'neighborhoods

can achieva bureaucra}xc control is if they seize it or 1f leglslatlon

o

1 e Co B
- .forces some A’volut*on by the center In the case oF New York,,archl-

[

Y - P

tects of school decentralization expected the LStter result, but thé

) “actual result was deep entanglement and conflict between the center and

the neighborhoods. The most persuasive theoretical explanatlon of th1s

outcome 1s that oower heLd is nower conserved and that polltlcal or

. ° . I g

- .
bureaucratlc actors in any governmental system Parely give un nower

v

oluntarlly, and thus are llkely to rellnqu1sh power and con?rol only
f : . o o
if they are forced to. \, _ S . .

* ’

The tand model of decentrallzatlon, exempl1f1ed by the Communlty

A

' N~ . .
' Task Force, is the 1nterst1t1al modef As has beennnoted above, in this

L

model the neignb ood organization innavates by supplying pollttcal ”

.
N ” -

a ' f } ) ’ 3(5

P~ " . N . . . o
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resources -- local knewledge and communitation -- that dpencies lack and
: .

therefore value. Thg fourth model, is that of parallel institutions,

which innov;te by providinﬁ expandea or -alternative services ingthé
. , . PR C - . L
"zone of %Pgifference” beyond the control and defended tgrrain.of

existing_insfitutions. The.fiffﬁ~model of deqentnélf;éfion,‘pgpre-
;entéd‘byﬁbfééf“éssoqiations, is the Vacuum-filliné‘modei of ihﬂovation

.

in ur¢laimed territory --- in this case, citizen, problem solving at the
street lavel. , - o , .

LN
+ - »

. .

.

In examining ths different models of decentralization, we have
T 2 .. I3 . i

A : v . ) 1 . : . .
focused on the process of innovation and, in particular, on the pSI-

.

itical =conomy -- the taskj~and costs that different models face ip the
c

ve seen the ease of innovation 'is strongly

course of innovatién. We

~affected by the nature of the strategy. Howevar, 'there is a seco&d
. * ' v i .o

important dimension of dec=ntralization: qﬁha scone of political con-
" trol entailed by the different models. For example, the government-
\ ' :

in-minature model szeks 3 basic restructuring of political control in

“city governmasnt:; and the bur2aucratic rodel involves a substantial change

in patterns of administrative control. By contrast, tha interstitial and

_ paralled institutions models may improve but do not fundamentally change

. 3

- ) ‘ . C . M .. . . - .
existing control mechanisrts in citry govarnmant, ‘and he vacuum-filling »
s \ ’ st : . ) )
model may have no impact at all on the central institutions of urban

[y
-~ . .

governmnzsnt, ’ S

‘ Taking +his second dimension into account, it turns out that there
T Lo I ] ) , . i

1 ¥ ¢ - -

is a sharp trade-off bétween the scope of politicél control and the pol-

. . . - v.. , . .
itical economy of innovation. ' That is, the greater the intended scope of

control in dacentralizaticn, the-msors difficult tha orocess of innovation.
-

R
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Conversely, the kind of stratepgy that most, effectlvely reduces the struc-

tural obstacﬁhs to. 1nnova ion will not 1mmed1ately change the face of

P

urban government. These relationships can be summarized as follows:

. 4]
FleoRe o Twe ,“ﬁ COLLS  CF. DECETIEA 1 2 e
SC‘JOC (SRS alN \ﬂc '\‘r\LO\\J_\cL)\\ (\:‘N\) TRt ek e sine N,
. L .
R '_ | | |
A. Geves CENENTE A M\ edroce

' E\g Cea et o

/ . . '
. : . N ' . ) . . ] ’ : .

G ~ C Tacgsmial
QC ) : D Corallel Tnsthiichs -

.

e

e

B vacocm-mo e

o . : | - | _ |

BN

E BDST. G TALN Oy TR (D

. - . - . A
Iy .

Political Pasoiirces and Institution-Zuildine
‘ To this point, we have seen how th2' orranizational, structure of dzc-
: I4
entralization' experimznts and the stratésv chosen for launching innovations
v “ ; .
in the face of =ntrenfhed political institutions d2cisively affect the

"success of naignborhood ‘innovation. In addition, the prcoccess of innovation

hd . - .
and Institutlon-building is also shaped Importantlv by the naturs and uti-

1itv of political resources aval la“lﬂ tc nalw.ugrhocd rarticinants. ‘ors

| _ 38} s
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precisely, the success of the Five djfferanf modéls‘of decentralization
depends on the nature and magnitude of political resources that neigh-
borhood leaders are able to brini‘to them. Tor the different models
require differeﬁt resources, and existine neighborhood resources do .
not.in evary case fulfill these requirements.: . . A

We have saen above that participants in all decentralization

‘experiments lacked important resources -- including fiscal support,

staff support, and administrative expertisé. For this reason, i;‘was
concluded that many experiments did not‘possess.the rdsources to meet
the tasks and costs that theylfaced. To probe more deeply into the
issue of ngighborhood political resourcés, it is ngcessafy to examine;
the sources of neiﬁhborhood resoufces and their changing sifnificance
for institution-building over time.

At the outset of dacentralization, nelghborhood leaders either pos=
seés or have eady access t some rasources while -they ¥aTally lack others.
For exampde, peighborhoodjleaders often have local kﬁo;lgdge'and con%acﬁs
with other‘cfZizens whigﬁ;,as w2 havg'seen in Fﬁe case of the Task.Force,
can provide useful leverage in dealing with qoﬁérnment. Also many local

>
leadars had davelapad verbal bargaining skills and a constituency of local

residents (numbers) as further resources for political action. Another

1 .
important political resource, time, may or may not be possessed by neigh-

- borhood leaders. ' As we have seen, many leaders hold full-time jobs n

addition ‘to their naighborhood work and thus had limited time rasourcss.

But others, those who jyék for existinf community organizations or who
' N . . ' . oo
are retired or unemploved or who have flexible daytimz schedules (e.g.

some s&lf-zmploy-~d persens and nous=wives), had substantially greater time



O
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he .
resources., On the other hand, nQKphborhood leadars, who typically did
not have widespread povernment or administrative experience, diq not
ipitially rossess administrative expertise, Mére obviouslv. at the begp-
inning of iﬁnovation, lealers typically had meaper fiscal and staff
resources. In short, neiphborhood leaders tendad :5 boasesé rolitical
_resources grounded in perﬁénal skills and experiance., They did not
) .
possess more complex organizational skills and resources. To summarize:
; .

-

Neighborhood Leaders

Possess Do Not Possess
Locai Khowledge Money
Bargaining Skills B Administrative Expertise
Numbets , ﬁ Staff Support , ¢

Time (Sometimes) s Time (Sometimes)

¢ Lo~

Naw let us consider the utility cf these political resources in

licht of the ra2source rzquiremants of the different models. The central

he scope of political control increases in the differ-

t

peint is that as

ent models, so do the resource reauiremants. Mora precisel the more
£ ] - b ] -

formal, comprehensive modz=ls like the government-in-miniature and bur-
eaucratic models, requires extensive administrative rescurces -- in

narticular, expertise and staff support. For in these models, neighbor-

hood 1leaders both hava. to administer comrlex orranizations and also man-
. ’ .

«

age relaticnships with central rovarnment ins+itutions which poss-ss
. ‘ ) '
large fiscal and adrministrative resourcas. . And it is precisely because

Y »

neighboriicod leadwrs' parsonal skills and experi2ncz do not translate
» ’ .

into thz n==ded ad-inis*rativs rescuracas that thev have so much troubla
¢

v

40
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launching a comprehensive experiment. By contrast, the interstitial and

-
.

L B - o L L s o o .
a - vacuum*filling models, with a lesser scope ¢f control, require -the kinds
A . " T e T " D & . : . o ’ \.‘ -
' of political resources -that local leaders possess or have access to. As \
- - = v

we have'geén,.the”Community Task ' Force relied Heavilyiand.profitably on

-

the resources of local knowladge and citizen.cohtacms. Equally, blqu

association leaders innovated by taking advantage of their numbers., their

face-to-face felatiénsﬁips on thé bloek, ‘and théir know1edge.of Iocél';

. »

problems. .In both cases, local-political wresources were appropriate and
: : “ ) " . ’
agggggte.to the tasks they faced and the organizational structure they

~
-
»

developed. - LT

Looking bevond the initial "fit'" between refources and tasks, it-is
v . ' : . N i a-.
important to realize that 'the expariments’' resource requirements change

A

in the course of institution-buildiné. ‘In general, the kind of resources.

- .

‘that are'importaﬁt in .the mobilization phése of institufon-building are

often not as salient in later phases of organlzatlona&‘malntenance and

. further development. To take an extreme case, leaders of a blocks assoc-

iatiodwyﬂﬁhprotest group can start out with only the resource® o¥
B ol ' ‘

nﬂmbers,'bargaining'sk%ll, and time and'enebgy behind them. .But if the

nawxoﬂganization'iS'to.endure, it will shortly. require a different set’

. of resoukces -- especially the administrative resources ‘discussed above.

Tor these)are the resources needed to run an office, implement programs,

PRI

seek additional fynds, or deal with gqﬂefnment purgaubraci§§; Indeed, , -
_ R : R : e ‘ . _

in the neighborhood céntext,rthe process of institution-building means

.predisely going beyond spontanéous involvament and sporadic collactive

action to the davelopment of administrative capacity and a permanent
. T v N . . ‘., .

orsanizational structur=a.

°
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To summarize, the value of political rescurces varies at different ’
stages of institution-building, and this variation may be represented as .-~
. o . _ ,

1

follows:
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" Naloe o Qhencal Wecovcces |

-
\

_What this means is that nelyhborhood organizations face a crltlcal
" 4

Al . . .
‘ ”re§ource gap” in the course of ins+titution building. That is, they w111

PR
e€s are no lonpcr

peach the point whara their natural political resou

adequéte.» The aquestion becomes simply: how can nﬂlgﬁb rhood leaders &
' : | ¢ :

“acquire the necessary fiscal @nd administrative resources\so as t®
institu+tionalize and develop their 2xperiments. This, it seems %o me,

is the czntral theoretical dilsmma’ in the :iph“crhooé *nstxtut;on-
. : o - N : -
buildiné. Nnz possible soluticn 18 'that a @aux'%% maqhina in the fcrm ' -
- ' . R . ‘ ' b B ‘ j . . ‘
of a foundation or the federal government will‘sugply resources A7 dir-

;;» ectly or-indirectly -- to develop the neaighborhood crganization's adm- .
[}

. . . i, ' vq\
inistrativzs capacity. This solutizn was oncs ho “’cUlL' an c~ﬁa ea by

T gz , ev , )
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many neighborhood leaders, but it is now viewed with justified cynicism;
- . . L . ° o S e
The fact .that-many neighborhood experiments have died out before receiving -
4 .

outside support or after receiving short-term seedmoney has tended to
[y .

thoroughly discredit this "solution" in the neighborhoods.

-

- A éecond more plausible solution is that existing neighborhood res-

'y T e

ources might be converted into the needed fiscal and administrative res-
ources. . Unfortunately, an.analysis of the possible interactions between

different resources does not substantiate this .hope. By "interactions

<

between basources," I refer to the possibility that some resourtes may

'

 naturall9_produce others -- that over time psfodrce X has'Fhe ability.fb
génerate;resource Y. iNQw it is ¢lear that some political reseurces can,
in fgct, ggnérata_others‘in this way. For example, moneyhcan geneﬁété.
stéff suppoft aﬁd f;ee‘timelfgr neighborhood leaders. ‘Simil;rly, local
kﬁqyleagélmay generate gpﬁate%zbéégaiAing sill ﬂas we have seen wit; Fhe
Task Force);‘s{aff’§hppéft may generéte adminigfrativé‘expertiﬁé; ané

administrative eipertise may, through the art of grantsmanship, generate
o < ’ , . e T )

increased fiscal resources. Summarizing the various interactions between

political resoprces, we have the following matrix in which checks indicate

that one resource clearly genérates anothsy and a aquestion mark suggests

t .

Mhe existence of one resource L

) and the development of another might plauér;ly be asserted.

o o ‘ (Figure 6 on 'p. 4l)

. : ,

o | ‘ « . ' ] \ ‘, | ‘. \
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Figure ¢ Interaetions Between Political Resources ”{n— Neighborhood Experiments
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This analvsis has several implications., First, the resources with

[

,the strong2st capacity to generate others ara precisely those resources --

money;fadministratiye exéerti;e@ and staff -- that“neighborhood leaders do -

-— iR Vo .
not possess. Second, and. more.important, the resources neighborhood leaders
. - Tawi .

', B w .
do possess do not directlv gensrate the fiscal an} administrative rasolrces

that are recuired in institution-building: Quite to the contrary, the

analysis susgasts that the fisgétwand administrative resources can gensrate

v

each other. This m2ans thit with thesz 'rasources available, development i

41 -

.
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‘leaders will achieve a greater sense of political efficacy, increase

.- 42—

“ q

self-generating. But it also means that neighborhood organizations,

lacking these resources, continue to face a resource gap that available

neighborhood resources cannot_bridge..-Thu§, the fundamental dilemma of

v

how neighhorhood experiments can contribute to develop and become .durabl

° -

institutions remains with us.
Given these dilemmas of innévation and institution-buif§i§%3 the

best and perhaps onlyﬁéflution for neighborhood organizatioﬁs is to gain

3 a

kpdlitiéal competelice and experience by solving local problems. My con-

tention is that by playing a visible problem-solving rols, neighborhood

local support and involvement, and build credibility and legitimacy with

A

existing political i‘a}stifutions. :

Let us consider more precisely how problem-solving acts as a solution

to the dilemma of institution-building. In 'the first place, viewed negi.
atively, if neighborhood experiments do not create any concrete, visible

impaéts, they will'quickly be viewed bv participants and government of fi-

cials alike as exégrcises in frustration and failure. ‘In this sense,

-

4

problem-solving is a negative condition of organizational success in

decentralization experiments. More positively, solving -concrete problems
at the outsat of innovation, as block associaf}ons, The Community Task
Torce, and thé Hill Health‘Corporationthave been able to do, gives thé

experiments a reputation for effective 'agtion and thus positiva.organiza-

v o, - .
tional rzinforcement in subsequent initiatives. For thes= reasons solving

v

specific problems buys qiﬁe‘and'cradibility for neighborhood leaders so L )
that thay can learn how to attack more: complex problems. ‘'In short, my
further'con:eqffbn is. that problamp-solvine produces a political and

K
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administrative. learning process that bridge

neighborhood experiments. In a static context, neighborhood leader

[

s the resource gap facing

callnot coflvert the resources ‘they possess into E;e&ed fiscal and*
. R - = S :

SA‘

strative resources., But problem-solving and the learning process that

" flor increased staff and'fiséal)resourées.

innovation and institution building in degentralization experiments may

LI

be represented heuristically as follows ;

<

support— incréased outside resources
‘ ¥

. and so -forth. /\;

°

Neighborhood Problem-Solvine: Three Propositions

"If problem-solving is the critical element i

tution-building, it is necessary to examine mcye

' qf_tﬁe-dynamic. In what fol

{.

. - ! L )
.comes with it provides..the dynamic whereby neighborhood leaders can

‘develop administrative expertise add algo the political strength to

- w . .
. neighborhood resources
. - .

make- demands on the local community and on the lérger'governmental system

—

(?) —>increased problem-solving

neighborhood insti-
arefully qhelstrucfufe'kihmgl

.ﬁ_‘
lows, three propositions are presented that

>

) ':1“ Tyt
adminip
TN »

.

v

RS

On th@s\{\\or , the process of

. problem solving & learning ﬁrdcessF“—>increasgd problem-solving & learﬁing

process (esp. increased administrative competence)-—>stronger claims for

begin to lay the groundwérk for a theory of neighborhood problem-solving.

I

\As.Figure.7l Interactions Betwéen Pro

[N
Problen-Solving:
Frount of Impact S
Achieved

O
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op051tlon concerns the “elatlonshlp between problem- )

.

solv1ng and ne-ghborhood leaders sense of political efftﬁacy. Advocates _
of decentraliz tlon often argue that part1c1pat10n by ¢itizens in govern—

ment w1ll reduie their allenatlon and more 1mnortantly, strengthen thEIP
sense owaelltlcal efflcacy. My content;on }s that the sense.bf'political
“efficacy }s not.a?function o% participatign nef se but rather of the'con-i
grete impact of participation. - . ,

Ny

. Thisﬂpboposition‘has‘three components, First, neighborhood p tici- .

until they have first achieved some tangible impacts. And, if this is so,

there is a clear economy of innovation in decentralizat;on: experimenté‘

must bs able to solve some problams quickly if leaders ‘are to acauire an
. . [ . . .
. » ,

increased s e of.political papability. .Second, the amount of impact

required to Doost political efflcacy/(urtner mav d*mln*sh with successlve

1mnac s. I’ would call this the momentum effect of successful nroblem—

- / .

- solving. Thind and'related to this, at some point there will be . an

interaction.effect batween efficacy and nrOulem solvtng. That is, the

v

increas2 in political efficacwv Will create naw 2nergy and enthusiasm .

among participants and thus lead to stpongzsr prob}em-soiving/ini iatives.
The second proposition concerns the relationship batween organizztional

size and problem-solving in decantralization experimsnts. Tha premise

of

v _ T ' g
this proposition is that all pfobldﬁ—solving'organizgtions‘requine bounda-

i : Vo R . Lo

" : e . A . .

ria2s and a claar focus. . And this rsagulramant Is esnecially strong in
) L. : 4 //’ ‘
neighborheced institutions existing in a turbulent environment in which
" . ; .

participants nmust bz convincad that thzir particination has meaning and =
N . s Qo . . . : T, - ;
« ) - . I .
importancs.  In structural t2rms, this m=ans that n%;xh?orhcod oroblem-
. . / :

ui-’/"
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solving organizations require cohesiveness, compunication, and.coordinagien.

'!'. . . O . l. . kd L ' .
‘My contention is that the relationship beatween organizational size an
problem-solving attributes of cohekiverress, communication, and coordination

is as follqus. . o

- - - R SV A , i e e e e e e =
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NUMBER 0F PANRTICIRPANTYD

Moreover, if we are concarnaed not only with the capacity for problem-

solving in d=centra117at10n Jxoerlmen*s but alsq with the d-qree of dem- .- g
i , v

’
ocracy producad b] ‘tham, there ars addit onal reasons for believing that

ther= are strong economies of scale in nz2irhborhood innovations. Consider

1o a neighborihocod organization with a council serving some geographical’ area. ”_N;

: | -
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How large can that council be and’ ho

council's operations, it would see

of 10 woufd permit cohesiveness, etc., while a group of 100 would not.

. /
AL

For the sake of crude calculatidns, let 'us as

/

‘many: residents can it seryg before

. E '

losing cohesiveness, commhnicatibn;/and coordination?
7 5 - B

clear that a decisionmaking group .

limit of cohesiveness, etc. in decisionmaking.

/
7

even this figure stretches the assumption to the breaking point --

)

how many regidents can each council nember represent if

.

and neighborly relationship between the

. »

plausible, while a relationship of.1 to
calculations, let us take 30 as the upper limit again., This means "that

a neighborhood-organization could serve an uppfr ¥imit of 900 adults or

\

perhaps 3,000 individuals- if we multiply by a factor of 3 to take account

of family or relatives. The point of this analysis is not that 3,000 is

si

wopld clea

/

obtain- a ' sig

4,500 individuals. The forc2 of this analysis i's that neighborhood corp—‘

oration§-designed to serve communities of 10,000, 50,000 or 100,000 wi
S , LTS )

£

( _ .
simply nof hava the structural attributas *hat manv advpcatzas of nzighborhcoad

ess, etc., it is about the right

o

unless councilmen have the fuil range of supportive resohrces. Now

L .:' . A o et ) . 2 . o .
-etc. is to be maintained gnd/if also there is to-be a di
leaders and constituents. Again,
.a ratio of on2 council member for every 10 citizens

100 .would. not.

'éolaen figure but rather that,g{ven.r;asongﬁie assumptions about cbhe- v
order or_mapnitﬁde;' Nor'qf Eourse'
are th parameter yalﬁes (30 councilmen, 30 constituents) gnargﬁabLg.
incr=ase tha leaaer/éonétituent ratic to 1:30 (which I béiieve
yiviolate t?e aséumption; of coh;siveness, etc,), and not

;ficantiy/aifferent rasult -- in this caég, 1,500 adults or .

49

. In terms of the

sume *that 30 is'fhe upper

(In fact, I think that

cht, democratic,

would seem'ﬁighly.

For the sake of
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goﬁernment envision, ‘They may be desirable ‘on other grounds, but, on
this analysis, they gill not'prodqu cohesiveness, communication, coor--
dination,;sgfpgphaps'mdré importépt; diggsf ﬁeighbqrhobd deﬁqcracy,

The thi;d proposition abdut neigﬁbo;bood problemﬁsolviﬁé~conce£ﬁs
the benefifs aﬁd cpsts'of,différent kinds og issue§ éna tasks. In
developing this proposition,‘we must first make a distinction bé%ween:
uni?ersalistiélaﬁd particularistic issues and tasks. The former are:
those highly-changed political-problems, such as bu;ing, comﬁuﬁity
control, unequal services, police Srutalityland the location of low-

s

[ . . ) e ! \ o o
e incom2 housing that elicit a widespread and intense response from urban

L

T residents. In addition, these issues often have a strong symbolic com-

. ponent -- they raise large issues of race relations, social justice, and

!
A the basic structure of urban government. . By contrast, particularistic

issyes and tasks are those that affect limited constituencies, ars more

material than symbolic in nature, and raise narrower issues of responsi-

(" veness and efficieneyv. in public service delivery of health sergéces~

. v . .
‘dellyery. g

Filling pothélas, improving garbage collection, and cleaning up a
: block_a;i‘typical of particularistic problem-solving. THe important
pqﬁnE/TS‘that as targets of neiphborhood problem-solving, the two kinds
of issues and tasks carry very differant benefits and costs at different
stages of institution-building. For example, universalistic issues ‘and

L=

tasks offar strong banefits tc neighborhood problem-solvers in the initial

. . & ~

stage of moé;kization. Because these problems are easily racognized and
‘ » b

arouse strong r=actions, tﬁk costs of communicating with and mobilizing

| - 50 }1 S /
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neighborhood residents around such issues are relatively low. By com-

-

¢ . o . . T .
parison, the costs to neighborhood leaders in time and energy of
mobilizing' local relédents around particularistic service problems

are higher because local awarehess and concern ‘are lower.

However, at a later staga of 1nst1tutlon Suxldlng, the bena%lts
and costs of the different problems change substantially. In the flrsf
place, the particularistic problems are apt to be easier'te solve than
the more controversial, universalisticloneé. This is both because the
method éfasoluti§n is clearer wifh-specific service problems and because
strong opposition‘and conflict are less likely to arise fhan withbuniv—
ersalistic issues in which political interests have an important stake.
According to this logic, a concentra£ion on particularistic problems *
most readily prqducas the_fru%??ul interaction between probiem-sol?ing
and political gfficacy and thus contributes to the maintenance and

instifutionalization of neighborhood organizations.

i [

Finally, at a later stage of institution- bUIldln“, the solution of
pérticularistic problams will no longef carry sufficient benefips to
bring about further organizational development. That is, to maintain
Fhevﬁqmentum and salience of neighborhood political action, lead#rs will
ﬁaturally ﬁove to more dramatic and univensa%?stic issues. The alterna-
tive tg attacking larger andbmore suﬁstantiai‘ppoblams is to continua

performing small tasks aqd.thus remain at’thé samé level of orpanizational

devalopmant. Indesad, this has bean the problem of block associations and

the Community /rask Fbrce -- both highly successful with small problems.

Put simply, after oraanlvatlonal mobilization and maintenance have been.

acniavad, the task or continuad instituticn-building “or naiphborhoods

5i

-
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leaders is to approach and solve higher order neighborhood problehs. ’ (;:
Summarizing this-analysis, the benefit/cost ratio of different issues
. . -

and tasks at‘different stages of institutivn-building may be represehted

aé-follow§: ' ‘ , .

»
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‘Decent*tralizaticn and Heleliberhood Dewvelormment

Havinr examinad the dilermmas of innovation and ﬁgstitution building

-

) and the dkrnamics of.problem-g#lving frem the parsnectivz of a single
P v

i hborhoo caniz 6n, it Is neceséary'tp put this aralysis into

~Droadar nolitical and crranjzational ccntex* Assurming that anv nu-

-
.

. .
mbar of diffaran% decentralizaticn expariments mirht prow up in a par-

+icular community and throughout tha citv, the central issue for neifh-
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and problem-solving capability can be increased simultaneously. For,

. PR . B . ‘. - '
as we have seen, in any given neighborhood experimant, there appears to

be an inverse relationship between the number of participants and the \ \\\r

degreé of prob em—sdlving ability. And if this is true, overall neigh—
. R
5 :
borhood political development would appear to be -at an impasse where .

N

either organizational =ffectiveness would have to be sacpificed for tha s

‘

' sake of wider participation or vice varsa. In the last section of this : ,

*

N - v t . . N .
paper, I will attempt to show h%w this anparent-imnasse can be avoided -

and wil]l outline a stratecy of heighborhocd.develonment that §eeks\to
do so. )
. . f ' Y

. . . _ :
In examining tha reneral prooess of naighborhood develonment, it -

N -

» .. A .n - . .
is necessary first to consider the social and nolitical ccntext of

neighborhced organizations: That is, decentralization experimants

N Y

obviously do notrexist in a vacuum. Thev raflect particular social N

~configuratidns in the neighborhoed, anld they attempt to respond to-
hd ‘ : - " . -

particular political demands' and historical forces. If this is true,’ C

.

. - 4 -
the cuss=lion bz2ccm=s: . what goals do naighborhoods have "for .decanfi-

lization, and what .impae*s do they wish to achieva? The answers %o’ .

e
.

thess quastions danend Bn tha maturs of the meighborhood and on its

degrs=2 o#'political devzlopment.
. < . . . . P '

For i{f d=centralization experiments have diffarant uses and limit-

3 ) ’ . ‘\ . . 3 . i
ations, so also do nelchborhoods hava dIffarant nea2ds and carabillities.

Nairhborhoods diffar In raclal, economic, and gecoprapvhic characteristics

. e " ' .l ._- )
as w=ll as in leadership development, rootzdness, and number of internal
cleavares. Drawing on th= experience of the se2van expsrimants, the

ns can b2 offerad 3ot the likals relationsh

v
. -

D

-~
<

b oo

~
@)
.
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between organizational structures and neighborhood types. In. general,

.
ce

the higher the incomé'IeQel.in the neighborhood, the more it will emphasize
service-oriented experiments. For in such neighborhoods, the more basic
problems of urban poverty will not exist, and attention will be paid to
les; dramatic seféiée problems and amenities. ConQersely, we would expect
poor neighbqrhoods)with_yeaklx déveloped political leadership to.produce

. sporadic pﬁotést activity and loosely-knit protest groups in the early

stages of political development.

» Furthgrmorg, the greatér the number of cleavagesﬁyithin a ne" -
borhood (be th;y racial, ethnic, economic, or geogréﬁiﬁca?lgtthé/:iZe'
difficult it will be to develop viable, neighborhood-wide decentralization
" experiments -- indeed the more difficult it will be fo develop any neigh-

’ ——— N

borhood institution. Conversely, the more homogeneous, affluent, and

rooted the neighborhood and the greater the leadership development, the

greater gﬁll be its capécity for cbmprehensive models of decentralizati
No slight'fsvintendea against the poofest neighborhoods in this analysis;
The point is simply that, a neighborhood that is relatively more affluent
and has a more highly developed pdl{tical leadership possesses greater pol-
}ticél resources that poor, undeveloped neighborhoods lack. Moreover, in

a community that has a relatively rooted population and few internal clea-
vages, the costs of mopilization and'inspitution-building are far lowér

than in a divided, transient neighborhood. For in the former neighborhoods,

the conditions for communicgtion and cohesiveness already exist. It is sig-
nificant that this distinction does not necessarily hinge on racial differ-

encesy The experience of block associations in lew York City showed that

8 < s . ' .
many white neighborhoods were divided and undeveloped, while many non-white

Ut

]

2
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’ , i
neighborhoods were relatively rooted,'homogenédus; and deveIOpéd.'

If a neighborhood has a developed politgégl iéadérship'but is inter-
n;lly'divided, d centralizationféxperiments’wi}l tend to be dominatéed by
estéblished intereXts, and it will be very difficult to achieve a strong
representation of new\interestg (be they racial, economic, or géographical).
The‘implicatﬁon of'this analysis should bs clear: no single décentralization
st;ategy will work in every naighborhood. Stated positively, neighborhoods

will benefit most. from decentralization if experiments are carefully tailored

to fit_the particular needs and capacities of the neighborhood. This con-

_clusion stands against the approach often favored by City Hall and the fed-

eral government that seekk to develop uniform institutiéns in all neighbor-

~

hoods. - .

The Political Con*text of? leighborhood Daevelopment

It is clear that different naighborhoods are in differsnt stages of

political development. What is unclear is what sequence, if any, the
. : 2 '
process of pplitical development takes in urban neighborhoods, and, further
if there is a common saquence, what its.implications are for decentralization.
. " 1 )
The authors of a recen* study argue that political .development is charac-

i )
. . N ca s L 19
terized by a sequenc2 of crises and demands on the political system,,

‘According to thney Verba, these crises and demands relate generallypﬁo

the problems of "equality," "capacity," and "differasntiation' and more

concrately, to several "parformance areas,"” including "identity," "legi-

: o . . o - .
" n2 Feckntlv,; urban politics has also been

timacy," and ''participation.

characterized by a major crisis and by a resulting sequence of neighborhood °
. - U ¢

L]
demands and government responses. The crisis arose from the black demand

.

-~ T : » .

~ -

.
s
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1Y
“ '

for equality and socfial justice -- a demand that was expressed in the ciOiLy
\ . ) ) R
rights movement., in ndighborhood protests, and in the riots of the 1960's.

»

c jr Verb's terms this was a crisis of "equality'" and, more specifically, of
]

pafticip tion." The resulting sequence was as follows. After the crisis
| : - »

reached its peak in the middle 1960's) many biack urban residents focused

on the problem of political ”identit‘”:Zl dovelopihg a'sense of communityﬂ'
and politIcal strength. Indeed, both the "black power" and "community

" control” movements expressad the determination of blacks to become a co-

. herent and visible force in the political systenm. Tﬁe'responsghof gov-

ernment to the-crisis gnd subsequent demands was to develop new 8ppor-

Lo e

tunities for citizén participation - for example,'in community action
and Model Cities. lSimilarly, @;ﬁ§'51+7 Halls moved to strongtoen the
» ‘H;ogitimacy of city governmenf:ﬁy degantralizing it. To this point, the
) soquénce-of neighborhec:d oevelopmenf wis crisis (black protest and riots)
.- : 1%,

-- assertion of pofitizal "identity" (demands for community contgol) and.-”

government response (som: Jecentralizatior and new opportunities for

.

participation). In genzral, in the early stages of develobment, protest

was the neighborhood's main weapon. Even if it was a limited weapon, it

'
T

was the only weapon the ‘neighborhoods possessad, and it produced the only
l victories neighborhoods were able to. win.

The developmental 'secuence in urban nsighborhoods was critically - ~

- affected at this stage by the introduction of new‘iﬁétitutions: the
: ' S
experiments in decentralization. For with th2 introduction of s=1Ff

government, citizen demands shifted along with the shift in responsibility

from City Hall to the neighborhood. with local leadewys working in local
T ) B

. .
institutions, new damdnds arcs2 In tha nairhborhood political system for

)
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g ""capacity”'an%z”legitimacy}“ Specifically, residents and leaders both
wantegfheiQESObhdod institutions to solve problems (cépacity), to be
reprasenfétiveagf gnd accouptablerto residents (legitimacy). )

My argument is that most urban neighborhoods are now at the stage ., .

of political development L;are_”capacity” and "legitimacy" are critical

demands,. And:if this «is true, the implications for decentralization are PR
: . - v . - . L A .

clear: experiments will have to be carefully focused and make tangibl=

_ ] '
and visible,impacgé on ra2irhborhood problems. 3
v - ' : ’ ,
: : : _ ¢
Protest and Pclitical Developmant
bl . :
0f course, as long as highar l:vel governments hold dominant policy-

“

A .making powar, neighborhoods will oftan haves to moln* Drotests against
] . .

v

decisions and programs that-they oppose but do not control. But protest
4 ". .
is a costly and fraquantly frustrating tech@iQue of political action.

. L
. A n . : o4
' To sustain mass protest, lead2rs nmust keep r2sidents mobilizad for weeks

.

or zvan months and nust, continually orranize demenstrations and m2etings

with city officials. . This takes time and en2rgy, and.-it i5 harder to gat

th2 p=20opl2 out for the fgfth demonstration than for the first. Also, as .
. . .
Lipsky has shown, City liall will usually stall, nold endless meetings,

‘maxe studies, and be attentive (by giving rssidents a hzaring) without

. .o 22 ‘ " 2 ‘ .
being responsiva. In short, the costs of a nrotest to thaz n2ighborhood

ar2 high to begin with and srow higher if, as is likasly, the city does no*

rzspond to neighborhoods demands.” Furthar, protest l=2aders must not onlv

f
.

bzar the costs of political mobilization, they also havs to deal wIth the

> frustrations of da2f2a¥ &nd drift. Ths techniqus of prot=s* has a furth-=r

g

. . 2
charactaristic that afacts its role in a3 s*ra*tars of naichhorhos?! Aay-

"2looment. “Miat is, prot-=st Is dapenden

t
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issues and events, If the bulldozers have arrived to begin tearing down'

housing for a highway, local leaders will have little difficulty'ih mounting

a strong protest, 'But much government policymaking is invisible to res-
. idents -- however much it affects their inteﬁests. Also, many fundamental

neighbophood pggblems -- education, housing, and unemployment -- are

)

© notable for their inexorability, not ﬁq‘;produc1ng the sudden -explosions

» b

,and controver51es best suited to Drotest activity, *For these reasons, ﬂ L e
P PN

4 /,

protest is usually both spontaneous 4and limited -- spohtanegus because it
relies on the appearance of burning issues that immediatelv jolt residents
into action -- limited because only a few problems develop in this way.

In short, protest remains an important ingredient in any strategy of

[

neighborhood development. But because offits limits and frustrations, it

. is clearly not sufficient. Put.another way, the creation of problem-.
solving, service-oriented institutions does not eliminate the need for

protest; rather it adds another dimension to the development'étrategy
. .

and also strengthens the-neighborhood's capacity for sustained protest

by expanding its organizational base.
-* . N
A Strategy of Development

To this point, my .analysis of dec tralization experimeﬁts has pointed
1mp11c1tly to a strategy of netghborhood development We can now make that

strategy exnllc1t by statlng its central ‘assumptions, outlining its features,

-

and showing how it might develop over time.
' ~The strategy depends on four assumptions: 1) Focused, service-oriented
experiments ar= most likely to have an imDact.on neighborhood problems and

to increase the sensz of nolitical eff*cacv in the ne:phﬂorhood 2)

- s

4~
:553
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Decentralization experiments have different uses and limits, and neigh-

borhoods have different needs and capacities. .3) In the process of

development neighborhood.residents will move from demands for bartici— -

- B nr

pafion_and bblitical "identity" to demands for ”capacity"?and “legitimacy."
. 4) Protest is a cruéial eleméqt iﬂ any'developmegt s;?ategy, but it is

not‘suffiqient. It is likely to arise spontan;ously, and it will be

strengthened by the ?xistence of successful, §prvicé-oriented institutioné.
A In broad ohtl}n‘, the strategy th;f;beéf'?its fhééé aSs;mption§,
emphasizes "vacuum-filling,'" 'new in;?itution," and "interstitial" models
of decentralizafipn; It avoids -- at 1east'at:first the "government-
in-miniature,”" and "bureaucratic" models. The strategy of créafing a.f N

€
pluralistic structure of service-oriented neighborhood institutions is,

as Hirschman puts it, a strategy of '"umbalanced growth."?3 Rather than

developing a comprehensive éeighborhood government this.strat2gy seeks

to capitalize on existiné "growth poifits" *hat will yield high "orofits,"

or in our terms, tangible_&esults. The strategy aisd@é&ﬁénds on tha~‘

_assﬁmption that certain hishly visible éuccesses will stiﬁulate neigh-

borhood leadership and have two kinds of "spillover'" effects. First, ' v

thé-creation of éffective block aésociat*&ns of ombudsman structures in _ oy

one part of.thé neighborhbod will lead to imitation elsewheﬁe in the

qeighborhood. Mgré important, the first-generation experiments will not

be static but will evolve into broadef-based institdtions with wider |

in;tiatives., The expectation is that vachum—filling experiments like
A .

'block'assoéiaﬁg’ns;willfe;pand_?Hein.coqstituencies and will deyelqp”as o f}

some have, day care‘centér;, intérstitial_experiments, like fhe Task'Force

ombudsmen, educatibn programs, and thes likej; that will tak2 6n a wider

3
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¢ ))
range of "compla1nts" and new institutions like nelghborhood-run service

e

centers will add new servicés. Mole concretely, evidence that ‘this evolution

‘can take place exists in the experience of, the Hill Health Corporation which

L ity school)boardéy“ In faot, on_

. N ) © : i
eral neighborhood corporations which moved from handling complaints to the
: , . - ,
development of day care centers, health clinics, and houslng ma;ntenance
,

gradually expanded its services and clientele and in the exﬁgrience of sev-

) programs. As the range and diversity of neighborho 1nst1tut10ns increase

in this process of "unbalanced growth " cooperatlo\land consolldatlon/may y .

begin to take place between the separate institutions. Ult1mate1y, “3w
- .\ J,, . ll
kd W

neighborhood—wide institution might be created'on:a federal structqre -- o ":I‘

wlth representatlves of ex1st1ng onganlzax ons serV1ng in a more genera}lzed

nelghborhood government.- . ;V."iﬁi.i - . e 5
Lo : A ' L, -
The purpose of thls strategy 1s¢to‘bu11d durable foﬁndatlons for-nelgh-.
& -

L~ .' ?

. 3
borhood government ‘at the street %éxgl.n "Bacause it starts with. small Scar

e Y I ’3.‘&”” : /.Q-vq Lo
experlnents, the stragegy avoids -- at least at- flrst - tﬁg-complex1t1es e

L p ) 3 ST
and unmanageable responslbliltres‘faced for example, b?‘New York s’ commun— o

fs strategy, goyernlng boards mlght bed

. . .
LY ‘ﬁ .o ) . b . m 4. A EE ] .
.-

created ‘for. 1ndi%3dual schobls \/I not for large dlsﬁrlcts Further thlé St e
. . . 1,: - e N -
strategv is bullt on a successlon of tanglbleJlmpactsI* It ay%fds Jthe klnd
e P \". . 832 .
\ 1 A% ISR v
of decentzglzzat?on that glves tne apoearahce but not the substance of;i . .
‘. . T - TR < . et
L AP . o .
nelgnborhood DroQ}em solv1ng ": DR T - e . YA
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. the importance of "expanding choice," Qs qfeatiﬂg’a political system that
, ) . » i ,

‘ el . . . Lol L : .
provides alternatives in allocation and/actlon.2 The strategy outlined
above has precisely this regdlt, for it involves a multiplicity of exper-

' /
iments offering different kinds of participation in different policy

1

areas... In contrast,. any comprehensive.plan for neighborhood govérnment
is essentially monolithic -- it presents the citizen with only one mech-
anism for parficipation. In our strategy, the citizen is offered a range

. of opportuﬁities and can match his own backgrournd and leadership style ™

with the purposes and needs of different decentralization experiments.

'

&5k~ Incrementalism. C.E. Lindblom has argued that decisionmaking

W ':[' N
inevitably tg;es nlace in a context of uncertainty and boundad ration-

25

' _ality. He presents a 'strategy of decision,' incrementalism; that

involves lower costs in information getting and analvsis and that seeks
to solve large problems by making a series of small, sequential steps.

Whatever the utility of Lindblom's strategy in the context of the federal

government or City Hall, it does speak directly to the problems of n2igh-
4
borhood institutions. For as we have szen, naighborhood leaders typically

lack time, information and administrative expertise. They have to get a

program going and make an impact if their institutions ‘are to survive.

Conversely, the experiznc2 of tha community school boards, community boards,

and somz neighborhood corporaticns shows how frustrating and futile it is

: v / a - '
when fragile neighborhood institutions attempt a comprehensive, '"synoptic” |
’ - . ’ , -
approach to a wide rangs of problems. In short, the strategy of unbalanced

growth is incremental not in the sense that it is interested only in small

3 X . Y . . . 3 . .
impacts, but in that it involves focused and thus bounded decisionmaking on
3 . . . . . ) €. .

concrzt2 oroblams. ot every rroblam is taken on: it is a stratesy of

61

3
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- suboptimization. The strategy is also incremental in that it entails a

N

process of development in which neigﬁborhood gxperiménts "eprode" local

.

problems through a sez}es of tangible successes that increase in mag-

.

nitude’ as the neighborhood's sense of political efficacy grows. *

-

-ThévﬂOgic of Collective'Action26 There are two aspects of the logic
of collective action that bear on the strategy. First, we krow that it

s often impossible for one individual to attack local problems if other

embers of the community do not join with him in collective action or

self-regulation. For example, a rent strike cannot be organizedbif most

-tenants are unwilling to participate. It is also impossible to clean
'up a block if only a minority of residents agree to stop littering or-

dumping their garbage on the street. In this respe;ﬁ,_the.ipgic of

:

collective action is'that large numbers of residents must be mobilized

and organized if neighborhood actigg/is”%o be effective. On the other
. Y X

Py
ot A

. hand, we have afgued; as Haye'éthers, that smaller gfoups are likély to
be more effective than large ones in mounting and sustaining collective
action.27 Thus, we have the apparent contradiétion that successful
collecfive action in the neighborhood setting depends oﬁ thé local group

4 ,
being both small and large. Seen in these terms, the more comprehensive
models of décenfralization appear to have the ;orst of both worlds:
large‘represgntative assemblies with shallow roots in the neighborhoods.
By contrast, the strategy of unbaléhced:growth solves this problem -- as
far as it is possible to do so b;pcreating many small experiments that
’

work directly with neighborhood residents.  In ‘fact, block assotiations

. L 3
come closest to resolving the contradiction in collettive action by

» . e
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developing small, problem-solving organizatjons with widesprea& parti-"

cipation among block residents.

Reforms as Experiments. Urban' residents usually do'not know ahead

of time what impact and success decentralization experiments will have.

They do not have enough experience with decentralization experiments to

?

make ironclad predictions”of ‘success or failure. For this reason, dec-

entralization initiatives continue to be experiments; and according to
' S 28

Donald Campbell, all reforms are ineévitably experiments. ~ If this is

true, it is strongly.in the interests of City Hall and the neighborhoods

A"

to test d variety of dﬂ?ferent initiatives so as to see what structures

’ ’ . L : -
work and also to avoid gambling exisﬁgng resources on one investment.
Ly |

“~TSeen in these terms, the strategy of "unbalanced growth'" has the advan-

.
-
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tage of provid}ng many)different neighhorbood experiments -- and thus a

wider range of experimentation. .

Voice and Exit. Decentralization'is, in part, a response to the

belief that existing institutions are rigid, unresponsive, and unrepres-
entative, Looking to the future, it is equally possible that neighborhood

institutions will atrophv and lose citizen support. As Hirschman has
, .
argued, the normal response to decline in politiEEl organization is either

"voice" (or protest) but the optimal response is a combination of '"wvoice"

29

"

and "exit.," However, if one comprehensive neighborhood government were

estahlished, it would be apt to beécome quickly entrenchad and difficult

to change or terminate except through protest. On the othér-haﬁd; the

creation of small, diversified experiments mitigates this problem in two

ways.  First, the more small-scale and focysad the experiment the clearer

~"and moras visible its success or failure is likely o be. Moré important,
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"~

the smaller the experiment the less entrenched it is likely to be sinqﬁ

there will be smaller*"s@nk costs" and fewer people whose livelihood

depends on the survival 'of the experiment. Under these conditions, the

likelihood that "exit'" will be a response to decline in neighborhood
institutions is greatly increased. . wité a strategy of small, experi-
mental initiétives; ®6cal leaders and residents alike can stop partici—.
pating or §upporting a program in.the face of clear failure without eli-
minating their only opportunities. for neigﬁborhaod action. Some evidence
that the "exit'" response will occur under these conditions is found in

“

the experience of block associations where organizations rise and fall
: L DA X

. .
N N

"regularly in response to changing perceptions of opportunity and decline.

The Politics of Neighsgzz;od Development

The future of any decentralization strategy depends finally both on
pqlitical trends'within the~city and on the nature.of federal policy
toward the city. Specifically, the dg%and for décentralization arose
first in non-white neighaorhoods, and minority group demands remain an
important source of political pressure and support for new decentralization

experiments. However, it is by no means clear that minority group commun-

"ities will continue to fight for decentralization. This is because citizen

participation in urban govermm=nt points in two directions. ©One kind of

participation is centrifugal and involves a"division of central goverd‘ﬁ@t
: —_— - ¢
PN ]

functions and powars such th&: the neighborhoods can Increase thetr power

1

and contrcl. The otﬂ‘r kind of participation is centripetal, and. ingthis
_ 2 . .
form, neighborhood groups seek increastd control of central government.
. . ) »
The first form of participatien is typifﬁed by community control advocates

| e 6
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in Ne% York and the second form by those political movements led by Carl
Stokes, Ralph Hatcher, and Kenneth Gibson that led to the election of

black mayors. The choice between these forms of participants is in
’ r

large part a function of numbers. The black population in New York was
. A .

tnowhers near an electoral majority, the black population ip Newark was

4

(as it was in Cleveland and Gary). On the basis of this experience and
of political logic, we would expact that in those cities where the non-

white population is below 30%, demands for decentralization will continue

{ to be strong. In cities where ggé nonwhite populationsapproaches a maj-

o}
ority (40% and over), political energies will b2 devoted to capturing
y p P

City Hall. ¥

‘ Inevitably, policies of the federal government will have a strong

»

impact on the future of dacantralization strateciss. Although thz fed-

‘eral government presently has no .urban pglicv, much less a neighborhood

]

policy, the decisions that are made nationally on revenue sharing, income
maintenance, and social programs will strongly determine the kinds of
resources that are available In citizs for nairhborhood Innovation and

institution-building. 3So in the broadzst sense, thi/future of d=centra-

lizaticn experim2nts Is clesely linkz=d to polltical moods and trz2nds in
—
Yashington agg in urban nelghborhoods.

. ‘ . a - N .
Despite these uncertainties, this paper rests on the premise that
the desire for grzater citizen participation, feor greater responsivaness

in governnent, andé for solutions to we2ll-known neighborhood problems will

persist, With this premise in mind, we have ekamined different dilemmas

and models of decentralization and in doing so have tried to illuminate
IR o S
th2 volitical eccrnemy cf inncvation ard institution-bullding Jﬂﬁ furthsr
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to outline a theory. of neighborhood problem-solving and a tziitggy of

- neighborhood development.
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FOOTNOTES . ‘ | 3

lStrgnr_ advocaey of dacentralization is found :n Milton Kotler,
Neirhborhood Covernment. (llew York: Bobbs-tMerrill, 1969); Mario

Fantini, farilvn 5ittell, and Richard “arat, Community Con<ral and
the Urban School (Naw York: Praemar, 1970): and Alan Altshulew,

Community Control (lew York: Perasus, 1970), Skeptical attitudes

toward decentralization are exnressed in James Q. Wilson, Variatias
of Police Bahavior (Cambridre: Harvard Universisy Press, 1968) and

Herbert hauiman, "Administrative Dzcentralization and Political Power,"
Public Administration Ravihy 29, (JanuarV/Fehruary, 1963). And a
strongly critical view is found in Irving Kristol, "De€entralization
for What?" The'Pupli&’Interest, No. 11, 1968, o

2James Fesler, "Approaches to the Understanding of Decentrali-
zation," Journal of Polities 27, 1965: 536,

3 ' . . .

For a strong statemant of this arfument, see Daniel Patrick

Moynihan, “aximum Feagihla. “Isunderstandinc, (New York: The Free
Press, 1969). . v F)

s 3
y ‘ . .
For a fuller account of the Service-related work of block
associations, see Douzlas Yates, L2irhborhcod Democracy:  The Pelitics
and Imnacts of Decentralizaticn,‘(Lexing:on, “ass: D.C. Heath, 1973)

Twelve Citleg

especially chaoter o,

S”Aceording to OCO estimates, as of October 1, 1368, there weﬁe
approximately 1,000 nairhborhsod advisorv councils throughout the
nation on one or another aspect of tha poverty BEOEYram.'' The quotation
is from "Decentralization to Neirhberhoods: A Conceptual Analysis, "
an internal staff paver from the Hational Advisory Counecil on Economic
Opportunity, published in 1968.

6This figure is reported in one of the recent reports of the Center
for Govarnmantal Studies. See George J. Washnis, Na2ighb rncod. racilitizg
and time Hunicia : Ueceqtralization,'Vol.'I{"Gompar-EEVENEHHI?EEEEEQ?‘
EHEHEEdeMBTC.: Canter for Governmental Studies, 1971).

7See Washnis, ibid., for 3 reneral review of ombudsman expdriment.
For an' analysis of Bosfon's little city halls, see lordlinger, “Dacen-
tralizing the ‘American Citv: & Casa Study of Boston's Little City Halls,"
(Cambridge: lass, MIT Press, 1973). )

8 } p gos e e s
See Washnis, deirhbornood Facilities, p. 78.

Ibid., p. 117.

&

loSee Mogulof, “Coalition to Adversary: Citizen Participation in
Three ngera% Programs," Journal of the American Institutas of Planners,
July 1969, »p. 225-54. ' : :
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and Norman Uohoff, The Political Lconomv of Chanee,

N , | /

llSee Howard W. Hallman, '"Communitv Corporations and Nelghborhoed
Control,"” Center for Governmental Studies, Pamphlet No., 1, Washipgton,
D.C., 1970, MR

A4 . . '
12 . .. - ) .
For a discussion of the origins and develoomerdt of neighborhood
health centers, see Wendy Nrooks, "Hrealth-tizalth Care and Poor Paonle,
in Edpar Cahn and Harrv Passett (eds.) Citizan Participation (Trenton

New Jersey Community Action “rainine Institute, 1.70): and James .

‘David, "Decentralization, <itizen Particination, and Ghetto tiealth

Care,” in Smith and La lioue (eds.) "Urban Degentralitation and Community

‘Participation” in Am-rican dcuav1oral ncxent‘st 15, 1 (Sept./Oct. 1371).

Center for Governm2ntal Studies, ”Communlty Particination in
Public Flementarv Gcnhcols: A Survey Raport” - mimeographed paner,
Washington, 1470, p.2. ‘ ’

G . ‘
Evidence to-suoﬂqrt this assartion is found in Yates, Neirh-
borhood Demacracv and in Harold Wa2issman, Pommun tv Councils an.d Comn-

unity Control: Hn Yorkines of a Democratic vtxalorv (L“tsau‘ru.
University or v ttqduvrl Pross, 1970,

\ .
-

15, . < s . .
*See Yates, on. cit. for emrirical evidence on this ‘point.

16 <, . . : . ‘
The costs cf democratic decisionmaking are considered thourht-
fully in Pcbert Dahl, After the P2volutign, (ilew liaven: Yale University

-

- Press, 1370).

[
x

For a similar aoplication of thase concerts, s=2& Warren Ilchman
(Berkeley: University

.17

of California Prass, 1ut?).
18 . ) . ) . ‘s
See Leonard Binder et al., Crises and Secuznces in Political D=v-
elopment, (Princetcn: Princeton University Press, 1$71).

19 , _ L

S . . . . N

0A¢cording to Lucian Pye, "In the process of pclitical devalorment
an identity crisis occurs when a comrunitv finds +that what it had once
accepted as the physical and tsvcholorical dafinitions of its collactiva
self are no longer accaptanle...in order for the nolitical svstem to reach
a new level of parforrancsz, it is nacedsarv for the varticipants to re- .
define who they arz and how thevy are differant from all other onolitical

and social systems.” Pye; "Idzntity and th= "Political Culture," in Binder,
Crises and Secuznces, pp. 110-111, '
21 . 3 . .

See Michael Lipskv, Protest in Citv Politics, (Chicago: Rand
McNally, 1570). ' '

22See Albert 0. Hirschman, The Straterv.of Fconomic Devalopmznt (New

Haven: VYale University Press, 1858), pp. v2-79.
—————p. .
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. Dav1d E. Apter, Choice and the Politics of Allopatlon (New Haven
Yale Unlver51ty Press, 1971) p, 7 ff. .
S 2u See’ Charles -E, Llndblom The Intelllpence of Denocracv (New York:
" Free Fress, 1965). - :
25 | ;

. This is also the title of a very useful book: -Mancur dison, dr.,
\ The Logic of Collective Action (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968).

.
12

261bid{, pp. 53-65.
27 < N :
See Donald T. Campbell, "Reforms As:Experiments," Amorlcan Psycho-
" logist 24 (April 1969): 403- 429, .

28 See Albert Hirschman, Ex1t Vﬁiugxahd'Loyalty (Cambridge; Harvard
University Press, 1870) pp. 120- 26 - oo
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» INSTITUTION FOR SOCIAL AND POLICY STUDIES

The mission of the Institution for Social and Policy Studies (ISPS) is
to encourage. and undertake multidisciplinary r:-search and educa-
tion. The ISPS is oriented to the.exploration of social problems rather
than to the refinement of discipline-based methodology. In recent
. years, ISPS research has focused on the problefhs of the city, educa-
tion, health servxce delivery, and on the modelipg of social systems. f
Currently. »:eseé;ch is also being developed on ¢riminal justice, gov-
emmenta& retarm, envirohmeht, income distribution, aging, the policy-
making proqess and value problems in public policy. ISPS is not a
. consulting organization but an instrument for enriching the social
. ey sciencgs and related disciplines in the versity. "

[a)

Institution for Social and Policy Studies
111 Prospecet.§treet
. New Haven, Connecticut 06520 . ; '

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



