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ABSTRACT

Resident participation in one Model Cities 
program is the central concern of this paper. Pre­
ceding analysis of the specific case, however, a 
frame of reference is established in broadly sketched 
discussions of Model Cities legislation and of fed­
erally sponsored citizen participation.

These overviews are followed by a narrowing 
of focus to several characteristics of the Model Cities 
program in Tucson. Hypotheses are presented relating 
the program's structure and philosophy to the nature 
of resident participation in the program.

It is predicted that the city dominated organi­
zational structure and the moderate philosophy of the 
local program will generate a form of participation 
which is mild and noncontroversial in nature. Specifi­
cally it is predicted that local participants will be 
few in number, moderate in their views regarding the role 
of participation, and somewhat constrained in their 
behavior as participants.

The evidence presented largely supports the image 
of noncontroversial participation. It is concluded,

viii



however, that a broadened study would be necessary to 
establish a causal link between this type of participa 
tion and program structure and philosophy.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This study is an attempt to learn something about 
the background characteristics, attitudes, and activities 
of resident participants in the Tucson Model Cities pro­
gram. The author's hope originally was to generalize from 
these findings and to infer a relationship between the 
moderate language and mild intent of the Demonstration 
Cities Act of 1966^ and the breadth and character of cit­
izen participation in Model Cities programs.

It was assumed that the citizen participation 
engendered by the Act would be mild in character; that is 
that participation would be low, that the roles allotted 
to participants would not be influential and that goals 
and philosophies would be moderate. The wide variance 
among communities in the character of participation, and 
particularly the unexpected early militance of residents 
in some programs, would suggest that such a generalization 
cannot be made. Apparently neither the language of the 
enabling legislation nor federal administrative policy 
determine local form.

1. Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop­
ment Act, Statutes at Large. Vol. LXXX, 1255 [1966].

1
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Although broad speculation along these lines cannot 
emerge from the Tucson case, the Tucson Model Cities program 
does serve as an instructive model. Perhaps not a typical 
Model City, Tucson is in some ways a "model" Model City. 
Tucson’s program is highly regarded by federal administra­
tors. This regard is evident in frequent references by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development [HUD] officials

2to the high quality of the local program and in the fact
that Tucson was one of the few cities asked to apply for a

3Planned Variations award.
Two characteristics of the local program - its 

clear cut structure, which allows a great deal of resident 
participation while lodging final authority in the Mayor 
and Council, and its emphasis on a "competent program" 
undoubtedly appeal greatly to federal officials. These 
characteristics well represent the original intent of the 
legislation and are expected to have a significant influ­
ence on the character of citizen participation in the local 
program.

2

2. See, for example, the Arizona Daily Star,
June 18, 1971.

3• Planned Variations was a scheme to experiment 
with Nixon administration concepts in communities with 
particularly successful Model Cities programs. These awards have not been made.

4. Ralph Kramer suggests this terminology in 
Participation of the Poor [Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice riall, Inc, 1^69], p. 203. See Chapter 4 of 
this paper for a fuller discussion of the term.
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The structure specifies active Mayoral authority at 
its apex. It provides for only one staff; this staff is 
lodged in city hall and its services are shared by city 
hall and resident participant organizations. The phi- 
loscphy which is generally held within the structure is a 
predictable, non-controversial one, stressing coordination 
and planning within existing frameworks.

Hypotheses
It is hypothesized that a citizen participation 

component which is limited in number of participants, 
moderate in philosophy, and directed from outside will 
exist within this structure. This paper will undertake 
to see if such is indeed the character of citizen parti­
cipation in the Tucson Model Cities program. ,

Specifically it is proposed that mayoral control 
of the program will reduce the power stakes of participa­
tion and thus reduce interest. Similarly an ideology 
which stresses planning and coordination rather than 
organizing residents for social action may reduce the 
immediate benefits to be gleaned from participation.

Consequently it is predicted that the number of 
residents participating in the program will be small. 
Moreover, the number of residents selecting representa­
tives to decision-making councils will be limited. It is 
hypothesized, furthermore, that the residents who are 
elected to policy-making roles will not form the aggressive,

3



4
upwardly mobile group which has emerged in the War on 
Poverty programs but will be more representative of the 
people served. Finally, the expectations which delegates 
have concerning their roles in the Model Cities program 
are expected to be moderate.

The independence of resident attitudes and activ­
ities, as well as the breadth and stance of participation, 
is supposed to be restricted in the local program. Resi­
dent attitudes are posited to be more similar to the 
attitudes of "establishment" participants than would be 
the case in programs where structure and ideology were 
more resident oriented. A particular structural element, 
the staff which serves both residents and the Mayor and 
Council, is expected to constrain resident activities.

Unfortunately, the relationships just identified 
will not be proved or disproved in this paper. While the 
nature of citizen participation may be established here, 
no lines of causality can be imputed from an isolated case. 
The purpose of this paper is to suggest hypotheses which 
may be tested in other case studies and to provide in- 
depth information about relevant variables as they exist 
in one city at one point in time. Before attempting to 
achieve this purpose it might be well to discuss the data 
which will be employed.
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The data on which this descriptive analysis is 
based were obtained in several ways. Much of the basic 
information was gathered from a series of formal and infor­
mal interviews with participants involved at various 
levels of the Model Cities process: residents, resident-
aides, professional staff members, and one member of the 
city council. Similarly a good deal was learned from a 
series of meetings attended by the author in the winter 
and early spring of 1970-71> the period which this research 
covers.

More concrete data were obtained from the minutes 
available for the Model Neighborhood Council and the Unit 
organizations. The minutes studied spanned a period from 
the original meetings to the spring of 1971. The file of 
minutes for the Model Neighborhood Council was almost 
complete. Unit minutes, on the other hand, were available 
only for occasional meetings in the early period. Thus 
figures on attendance by Unit are drawn from a small and 
recent sample.

The single most important, and most disappointing, 
source of "hard" data was a questionnaire conducted in 
February and March of 1971 of various groups of partici­
pants in the Model Cities process. The Mayor and Council, 
the City Development Agency staff, agency representatives 
to the Study. Group Council, and residents participating on
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the Model Neighborhood Council were surveyed. It was hoped 
that from these questionnaires would come [1] some socio­
economic and attitudinal characteristics of residents which 
could serve as a basis for an analysis of their representa­
tional characteristics, and [2] some similarities and 
dissimilarities in notions held by various groups as to 
what citizen participation should be and should accomplish.

Unfortunately the return rate, while it varied con­
siderably among groups, was generally low. In addition, 
questionnaires returned by residents were in many cases 
incomplete, further reducing the sample size. Table 1 shows 
the numbers of participants in each category responding.

Table 1
Questionnaire Response

Questionnaires Mailed Returned
Percent
Returned

Staff
Professional 24 18 75.0
Aides 13 6 46.0

Residents
Model Neighborhood Council 60 25 41.0
Delegates 30 14 47.0
Alternates 30 11 37.0

Study Group Council 24 15 62.0
Mayor and Council 7 5 71.0

The staff return rate yields an acceptable sample.
Statistics drawn from other groups, particularly the resi-
dent group, cannot be considered reliable. Nonetheless,
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because the data seem too interesting to ignore, a portion 
of the following analysis will be based on the questionnaire. 
It should be remembered by the reader that this information 
is more suggestive than authoritative.



CHAPTER 2

THE DEMONSTRATION CITIES AND 
METROPOLITAN DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1966

Several forces combined in 1965 to make the con­
cepts underlying the Demonstration Cities Act attractive 
to those concerned with urban problems. One was a dissatis­
faction with the physical emphasis of urban renewal. 
Increasingly critics were decrying urban renewal as a pro­
gram which attacked patches of blight simply by moving the 
poor to new slums. Another factor which enhanced the idea 
of the Model Cities program, as the product of the Demon­
stration Cities Act came to be known, was a cluster of

2reactions to the War on Poverty. These were responses to 
both ommissions and commissions of the poverty program.

Although the notion of planning was originally 
part of the Economic Opportunity concept, most local 
poverty agencies were "defining their roles as those of 
advocacy, confrontation, and delivery of services rather

1. See, for example, Martin Anderson, The Federal 
Bulldozer; A Critical Analysis of Urban Renewal, 1949- 
1962 LCambridge: M.I.T. Press. 1964J, and Scott Greer,
Urban Renewal and American Cities [New York; Bobbs-Merrill 
Company, Inc., 1965J.

2. Economic Opportunity Act of 1964, Statutes atLarge. LXXVIII, 508 [1964]. ------------
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3than of community-wide planning and coordination.” Many 

critics felt that the problems of the poor had not yet been 
met with a comprehensive, planned attack.

Another promise which the Office of Economic Oppor­
tunity [0E0] had extended and then in practice withdrawn 
was decentralization. Many believed that a need existed for 
a program in which communities were granted wide discretion 
in designing programs to assist the poor. Furthermore, a 
feeling existed that while citizen participation was use­
ful in establishing the priorities of the poor and in gain­
ing their support for services, the controversy and conflict 
aroused by OEO's philosophy of participation were too costly. 
That is, the Model Cities program could be considered a new 
attempt at Community Action.

A third factor giving "rise to the Demonstration 
Cities Act was a growing awareness that the burgeoning 
grant-in-aid system was moving from inefficiency to unmanage­
ability. The President’s Task Force on Model Cities described 
the frustration arising from the use of 400 federal grant- 
in-aid programs in their evaluation of the Model Cities 
Program:

Every dollar of [grant-in-aid money] has a thou­
sand strings attached...Cities...find themselves 
able to get federal money that they can spend only

3* James Sundquist, Making Federalism Work [Wash­
ington, D.C.: Brookings Institute, 1969J•
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for things that are relatively low in priority... 
and at the same time unable to get money for things 
they consider most urgent. Everyone knows of 
instances in which a city has done things with fed­
eral money it has not done with its own...because 
otherwise the federal money would be lost.4

In 1965 a high level study group, headed by Robert 
C. Wood and including "an extraordinarily powerful blend 
of academic minds, labor and civic leaders and top business­
men, proposed the idea of a demonstration program to 
attack urban blight to President Lyndon B. Johnson. The 
program was suggested after an attampt to transfer the 
Community Action Program to the new department of Housing 
and Urban Development [HUD] had failed. It was to provide 
the core concern for HUD. The initial plan was that a 
small number of cities would be awarded funds to make a 
concerted attack on the whole complex of problems of the 
urban poor. Their efforts then would be used as models in 
later federal and local planning.

On January 25, 1966, legislation "authorizing 
assistance to cities...to show how complex and intertwined

4. Edward Banfield, Chairman, President's Task 
Force on Model Cities, Model Cities: A Step Towards the New 
Federalism [Washington, D. C .: Government Printing Office, 
1970J, p. 4.

5• Robert B. Semple, "Signing of Model Cities 
Bill Ends Long Struggle to Keep It Alive," New York Times, 
[November 4> 1966].
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urban problems can be effectively attacked" was requested
in President Johnson's budget message. The following day
a special message was sent to Congress to elaborate on the
requested legislation. In this message a major effort was
proposed to "focus all the techniques and talents within

7our society on the crisis of the American city." Cities 
were to design their own programs and compete for funding 
on the basis of comprehensive plans submitted to a central

dagency. The program includes attacks on physical, social, 
and economic blight. "For the first time, social and 
construction agencies would be joined in a massive, common 
effort, responsive to common local authorities.

On February 21, 1966 hearings began on the presi­
dent's proposal in the House Banking and Currency Commit­
tee. The program was presented by Robert Weaver, Secretary 
of the Department of Housing and Urban Development, as one 
possessing strenuous eligibility requirements and allowing

6. U. S. President, "The Budget Message of the Pres­
ident ," The Budget of the United States Government [Wash­
ington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1966J, Lyndon B. 
Johnson, January 24, 1966.

?• Congressional Quarterly, XXIV, No. 5 [1966], 344*
8. Fourteen guidelines for planning are suggested,

among them: requirements that the plans as implemented must
eliminate blight in entire neighborhoods; must have a signi­
ficant impact on the development of the city; must use every 
available social program; must develop private initiative 
and widespread citizen participation. Funding of 2.3 bil­
lion dollars to be spent over six years was requested.Ibid., p. 328. .

9. Ibid., p. 345•
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a good deal of local autonomy. According to a later New 
York Times report the bill almost foundered in this first 
try.10

The selectivity of the program was one of the obsta­
cles to its passage, as no mayor or congressman could be 
confident that his city or district would be awarded a 
grant. In addition, according to the New York Times report, 
the inexperience of HUD officials and the initial ambiv­
alence of interest groups clouded the future of the Presi­
dent's grand proposal. In the end, however, stiff 
presidential pressure prevailed and the committee ordered 
the bill reported out several months later with only minor 
changes.

On August 9, 1966 the Senate Banking and Currency 
Committee reported its version of the bill, and on August 
19 the Senate approved a severely reduced, although concep­
tually similar, program. The House readily accepted the 
reduced version of the President's proposal and on October 
29, 1966 a Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan Develop­
ment Act was passed by Congress. Although cut in time-span 
and in funding,* 11 the bill was essentially that proposed by • 
President Johnson.

10. Semple, "Signing of Model Cities Bill."
11. The Act authorized S924 million to be spent 

over three years, as well as $250 million in additional 
urban renewal funds to be earmarked for Model Cities. The 
original request had been for $2.3 "billion to be spread over six years.
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The purpose of the Demonstration Cities Act is:

...to provide additional financial and techni­
cal assistance to enable cities of all sizes to 
plan, develop and carry out locally prepared 
and scheduled comprehensive city demonstration 
programs containing new and imaginative propos­
als...to revitalize blighted areas; to expand 
housing, job and income opportunities...; to 
improve educational programs...; to combat 
disease; to reduce the incidence of crime...and 
generally to improve living conditions.12

A limited number of cities were originally meant
to have an opportunity to take on this sizeable challenge.
Several requirements for eligibility are listed in the
Act. Chief among them is that eligible cities must have
programs of "sufficient magnitude to make a substantial

13impact on physical and social problems". And, as in the 
Johnson message, "widespread citizen participation" is 
required.Federal guidelines issued by HUD also suggest 
that innovation and imagination are to be rewarded.

As their tools in the battle against blight, the 
cities are to make use of existing federal and local pro­
grams ., On the local level "the fullest utilization

12. Demonstration Cities Act, Sec. 101.
13. Ibid., Sec. 10$.
14. Ibid., Sec. 103a.
15♦ Improving the Quality of Urban Life: A Pro­

gram Guide to Model Neighborhoods in Demonstration Cities, 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development LWashing- 
ton, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 196?]•



possible will be made of private initiative and enterprise."^ 
On the federal level the Secretary shall "insure maximum 
coordination of Federal assistance...(as well as) prompt 
response to local initiative and maximum flexibility in

' T 7programming."
Cities awarded planning grants are to receive up to 

80 percent of the costs of preparing a comprehensive five 
year plan. Cities whose plans are accepted, moreover, will 
receive block grants allocated according to a fixed need 
formula. These funds may be used in two ways, both cal­
culated to enable cities to fill in the interstices of the 
fragmental grant-in-aid system. First, the funds may be 
used to cover 80 percent of the cost of programs admin­
istered by either public or private agencies and not eligi­
ble for existing federal grants. Secondly, they may be 
used to cover up to &0 percent of the local contribution 
required by federal grant-in-aid programs, thus making use 
of available funds not currently drawn to the community.
In both instances it was intended that supplemental funds 
should provide seed money to induce public and private 
agencies to participate in the attempt to erase urban blight, 
and to tailor their own programs to the plans of Model ;
Cities agencies.

-14

16. Demonstration Cities Act, Sec. 103a.
17. 'Ibid.
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Local City Demonstration Agencies [as the local 

administrative bodies are to be called] are to allot these 
funds to programs designed to meet "the basic problems of

n dhuman and physical deterioration" in a limited, predes­
ignated geographic area refered to in this paper as the 
Model Neighborhood. This area is to be small enough to 
allow the production of demonstrable effects, and large
enough to be a workable laboratory. This area is to be a

19"hardcore slum."
The City Demonstration Agency [CDA], designated to 

implement the Model Cities program, is required: [l] to be 
closely related to the government decision-making machinery; 
[2] to provide a meaningful role in policy making to the 
residents of the Model Neighborhood; [3] to be structured so 
as to overcome the fragmentation of efforts; and [4] to be 
capable of mobilizing local resources. It was made clear 
in 196? that CDA's were to be clearly accountable to local 
government.

The citizen participation structure favored by HUD 
was not spelled out originally. However, after receiving 
many applications for planning grants a policy statement

T-8* Improving the Quality, p. 3.

19. Ibid., p. 5.
20. Ibid., p. 17.
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was circulated stating that "widespread citizen partici­
pation" entailed "the constructive involvement of citizens
of the Model Neighborhood...in the planning and carrying

21out of the program." Furthermore, certain safeguards for
citizen influence must be provided in setting up organi­
zational machinery. The citizen participation structure, 
the policy statement continued, must have:

clear, direct access to the decision-making pro­
cess of the CDA...sufficient information...so it 
can initiate proposals and react knowledgably...
[and must have]...the technical capacity for 
making knowledgable decisions. 22

It was further stated in the program guide issued 
in late 196? that a formal structure of citizen partici­
pation must exist and that "the leadership of that struc­
ture must consist of persons whom neighborhood residents

23accept as representing their own interests."
The Demonstration Cities Act, in summary, is intended 

to launch a major, concerted, coordinated effort to combat 
the physical and social deterioration of America's cities.
The hope is to demonstrate that urban problems are not 
insoluble. The emphasis of the act is not only on plan­
ning and coordination, but more importantly, on joining

21. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment, "Citizen Participation (CDA Letter Number 3)", news­
letter released November, 1967•

22. Ibid., p. 2.
23. Improving the Quality, p. 21.



residents with public and private agencies in an harmonious 
effort to address urban problems. The resources needed for 
this effort are to be coordinated from above by the Secre­
tary of HUD, and from below by the authority of the local 
government. Decentralization of program planning and 
scheduling is to be strictly observed. The pitfalls of 
conflict and confrontation, of insufficient local authority, 
and of over-direction from the federal administrator are to 
be avoided.

One year after the Demonstration Cities and Metro­
politan Development Act was passed, planning grants were 
awarded to 63 of the 193 cities applying. Twelve more 
awards were soon to follow and in 1968 a second round of 
applications brought the total number of cities awarded plan­
ning grants to 150. It was not until early 1969 however, 
more than two years from the passage of the Act, that the 
first plans were approved, and not until July 1969, several 
months into the Nixon administration, that the first block 
grants were awarded to 35 cities.

According to a New York Times report of December 
1969} a survey of 16 cities awarded grants revealed little 
progress in planning at that time. Delays were being caused 
by disputes over control. James Sundquist cited, as well, 
the obstacles raised by an excess of democracy and by

17

22. New York Times, December 15, 1969.



Neverthe-conflicts between residents and professionals. 
less, according to Sundquist, at the end of 1969 the "range 
of participation was impressive" and the plans that had been 
approved represented a "remarkable achievement in coordi­
nation."^^

After careful examination of individual plans by the 
Secretary of HUD,^ two presidential task force reports, 
and much grumbling by presidential aides over Johnson’s 
expansive rhetoric ["the whole undertaking...oozed over- 
promise"]/ the program seemed, in late 1969, to have gained 
a new if temporary hold on life. A rumored diversion of 
Model Cities funds had been fought back by a vigorous coali­
tion of Mayors, new coordinating efforts were being made by 
the President's Council on Urban Affairs, and experiments 
in decentralization and expansion were being designed.

Task force reports favorable to the Model Cities 
concept, if not to its current operation, and HUD's interest 
in preserving its key program led to HUD's billing of Model II,

23. Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 105.
24. Ibid., p. 102.
25. William Lilley III, "Model Cities Program Faces 

Uncertain Future Despite Romney Overhaul," National Journal,
II, No. 28 [1970], p. 1471.

23

26. Ibid., p. 1474.



27Cities as a key to the "New Federalism." ' The program, HUD
argued,could give the Nixon Administration the opportunity
to experiment with decentralization in decision-making,2gblock grants, and more flexible coordination. Citizen 
participation, highly regarded by HUD staff during the 
Johnson administration, was downplayed by an emphasis on 
the distinction between citizen control and citizen partic- 
ipation. 7 Appropriate revisions were requested in many 
plans.

Despite HUD’s optimism and the temporary victories 
gained for Model Cities, President Nixon failed to commit 
his energies to the program. In early 1971 with the

19

27. The "New Federalism" would decentralize govern­
mental functions by giving over responsibility to state and 
local governments. Eventually categorical grants from the 
federal government would be replaced by revenue-sharing 
schemes in which local governments would gain the initiative 
and authority which they lose in a centralized system. See 
Banfield, Toward a New Federalism for a discussion of the 
need for decentralization.

28. Lilley, "Uncertain Future", p. 1467*
29. According to Former Deputy Assistant Secre­

tary for Model Cities, Robert H. Baida, the Nixon Adminis­
tration "inherited a philosophy in many areas of the country 
dedicated toward extensive citizen control...The Model 
Cities program is not to be controlled by citizen groups. 
Control and responsibility rest with the local government." 
Baida is quoted in Lilley, ibid., p. 1470.

30. New York Times, December 15, 1969. Nixon 
responded to those promoting the program by permitting 
Romney to announce in September 1970 that Model Cities was 
to be a "key concept" in the Nixon urban strategy. Wall 
Street Journal, September 30, 1970.
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planned variations experiments announced, but still not
implemented, the President requested a revenue sharing
system to replace several categorical grants. If Congress
approved this plan, Model Cities could disappear as a

31budget item in 1972. Nevertheless, it is thought by many 
involved with the program that Model Cities will survive 
and that some of the 117 operating Model Cities programs will, 
under different names, continue as tools in the effort to 
revitalize the cities.

31• Wall Street Journal, February 26, 1971•



CHAPTER 3

CONCEPTS OF CITIZEN PARTICIPATION

The Demonstration Cities Act of 1965 declared that 
there should be "widespread participation" of residents in 
the local Model Cities programs. The equivalent clause in 
the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 was even more sweeping 
and vague for it stipulated "maximum feasible participation 
of the poor."^

What "maximum feasible participation" was under­
stood to mean to the originators of the language, to those 
who supported and opposed the bill, to those who admin­
istered the act in Washington and in countless communities,

2to the Mayors, and to the poor has been discussed at length. 
Certainly the phrase meant numerous, often incompatible, 1

1. Alan Altshuler, Community Control: The Black 
Demand for Participation in Large American Cities LNew York: 
Pegasus, 1970J, p. 186.

2. For a collection of viewpoints from all levels 
of government, see especially James Sundquist [ed.] On 
Fighting Poverty: Perspectives From Experience [New York:
Basic Books, 19o9]* See also Richard Blumenthal, "The 
Bureaucracy, Antipoverty and the Community Action Program," 
in Allan P. Sindler [ed.] American Political Institutions and 
Public Policy [Boston: Little, Brown and Co., 1969J; Daniel 
P.Moynihan, Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding [New York:
Free Press, 1969J, and John C. Donovan, The Politics of 
Poverty [New York: Pegasus, 196?], for a discussion of differ­
ing viewpoints at the federal level. Kenneth Clark and 
Jeanette Hopkins in A Relevant War on Poverty [New York:
Harper and Row, 1968J, give a good analysis of perceptionsat the local level.

21



things to many people. Even among the most ardent support­
ers of citizen participation there is little consensus on 
what participation of the poor should accomplish, how it 
should be effected, and where it should be used.

Daniel Patrick Moynihan described the long process
by which the community action concept made its way into

3law and finally into hundreds of communities. He main­
tained that by the time the community action idea emerged 
as implemented policy it represented a cluster of notions 
held by the assortment of men involved in its formulation, 
legitimation and implementation. The various, often incom­
patible, perceptions of community action implied very dif­
ferent roles for citizen participants.

One early and respected notion held that community 
action and citizen participation should simply give the 
poor the opportunity to strive toward middle-class goals in 
socially approved ways. Another, a Peace Corps analogy, 
saw the poor as an underdeveloped people who would, through 
community action, be educated and activated by idealistic 
outsiders. Thus, the poor could eventually become capable 
of a responsible role in determining their futures.

A third conception of community action and of the 
Community Action Program, maintained by the Bureau of the 
Budget, stressed their potential as planning and

3♦ Moynihan, Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding. Chapters 1-5.
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coordinating devices. It gave the poor no explicit role in 
community action, however.

The men drafting the poverty bill for the most part 
envisaged the Community Action Program as a catchall for 
sponsoring programs that communities might wish to initiate. 
According to Moynihan the term "maximum feasible partici­
pation of the poor" was inserted by this group simply to 
insure that the Southern Negro would participate in program 
benefits. It is this notion which Congress seems to have 
accepted.

A final notion was held by the group that Sargent 
Shriver assembled to plan the implementation of the bill. 
This group included many forceful advocates of community 
action. The group conceived of the Community Action Pro­
gram and of "maximum feasible participation" as the means 
to mobilize the poor to press their own demands for change. 
In the hands of these men the notion of participation was 
radicalized.

Richard Blumenthal speaks more specifically of 
differences among those who held the latter notion - that 
community action, through "maximum feasible participation" 
of the poor, was to be a means to achieve social power.
Even among this group there was dispute over whether the 
effort to give power to the poor should aim at molding a
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coalition between progressive elements of the establishment 
and the poor, or at creating conflict which could enhance 
the power potential of the poor but threaten any carefully 
created coalition.^

Accompanying this disagreement were differences over 
the potential role of the poor within the traditional, 
bureaucratic, decision-making structures. The "coalition­
ists” believed that jobs and skills learned within the 
local bureaucracy were essential to social power. A more 
radical faction thought that local bureaucracies would not 
only coopt the poor, but never permit them to gain influ-

Cence. And, while the more moderate group emphasized plan­
ning by coalitions including the poor, the second insisted 
that planning had little place in community action. For 
the latter group "[pjlanning would place a premium on sys­
tems analysis that the poor were not equipped to understand 
or criticize effectively."^

The differences concerning the role of the poor 
among those who designed, enacted, and administered commu­
nity action at the federal level were repeated at the local 
level. The conceptions of "maximum feasible participation" 
embraced at the operating level have been described and
categorized by many writers.
_______________ /

4. Blumenthal, "The Bureaucracy", p. 141.
5. Ibid., p. 142.
6. Ibid., p. 140.
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Kenneth Clark in A Relevant War on Poverty suggests
25

four concepts of community action by which programs may be 
classified.^ The conceptions posit the respective goals of 
community action as [l] provision of services, [2] pro­
vision of opportunity, [3] community organization, and 
[4] social action. Clark suggests that the goals may be 
placed on a continuum ranging from the traditional to the 
"radical". Although Clark does not categorize specifically 
the notions of participation accompanying these concep­
tions, he does make clear that the roles and objectives of 
citizen participation vary greatly along the spectrum.

Paul Kramer's study on participation of the poor 
in several Bay Area communities speaks of four goals of 
citizen participation per se. The goals are congruent with 
Clark's four modes of community action. Kramer's goals are: 
[l] to give feedback on programs and promote utilization of 
services, [2] to provide job experience within the commu­
nity action bureaucracy, [3] to insure participation by the 
poor in decision-making as members of the governing boards 
of community action and other social service agencies, and
[4] to institute a redistribution of power to generate 

0change.

7. See Clark and Hopkins, A Relevant War on Povertv, especially Chapter 2.
&. Ibid., p. 27.
9. Kramer, Participation of the Poor, p. 4.
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The typologies discussed by Clark and Kramer, and 

those put forward by other students of citizen participa­
tion,^ suggest a continuum of citizen influence. Each of 
the successive program orientations on the spectrum implies 
a role for the poor which is broader, more influential, 
and more threatening to established bases of power. The 
continuum might be sketched as follows:

Legend: Potential for resident influence /###/
Potential for resident autonomy /***/
Potential for conflict / /

Orientation:

* *#= * ** ** *

RS3E * * * X* ** ** *=4# * ** *
Service Opportunity Community

Development
Social Action

Conservative Radical

Figure 1. A Theoretical Continuum Depicting 
the Relationship of Program Orientation to Citizen Participation

10. See Warner Bloomberg, Jr. and Florence W. Rosen- 
stock, "Who Can Activate the Poor", in Warner Bloomberg, Jr. 
and Henry J. Schmandt [eds.] Power, Poverty and Urban Policy 
[Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1968J, pp. 313-351;
Sherry Arnstein, "A Ladder of Citizen Participation," Journal 
of the American Institute of Planners, XXXV, No. 4 [1969J, 
pp. 216-224, and Francis Piven, "Participation of Residents 
in Neighborhood Community Action Programs," in Hans Spiegal 
[ed.] Citizen Participation in Urban Development, Vol. I, 
Concepts and Issues [Washington, D.C.: National Institute for 
Applied Behavioral Science, i960], pp. 113-127.



On the lower end of the spectrum is the traditional 
view of a community action program which delivers more and 
better services to the poor. It utilizes citizen partici­
pants largely to establish definitions of problems, and to 
increase feedback on the services provided. The poor are 
viewed as clients or consumers of services, and their ideas 
are tapped through surveys or weak advisory boards. This 
point on the spectrum provides citizen participants the 
least amount of impact.

The second perspective, which is oriented toward 
giving the poor job experience and opportunities for 
advancement in staff positions, is farther along the con­
tinuum. This emphasis on opportunity is espoused by those 
who believe that the poor are potentially competent. How­
ever, without skills and experience in planning, nego­
tiating and administering - and without a decent income - 
indigeneous leaders are unlikely to wield much influence on 
the social service "establishment.” This conception places 
emphasis on putting the poor into jobs with various commu­
nity action projects. . Residents are not assured a voice in 
policy-making, but are likely to have more influence than 
under the previous traditional view.

In contrast, self-help, or community development, 
stresses the need for organizing the poor so they may begin 
to solve their own problems. Self-help groups are likely
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to be formed in the neighborhood. Leaders who emerge may­
be given fairly responsible roles in planning larger pro­
jects. This perspective assumes [l] that the poor are 
capable of evaluating their own situation, [2] that organ­
ization will give the poor an opportunity to attack their 
problems as a group, and [3l that an even more capable 
citizenry will emerge from each problem-solving effort.
Thus neighborhood participants are likely to be given more 
responsibility in policy making than in the service-oriented 
program. For instance, they may serve on governing boards 
as well as advisory bodies.

A still different philosophy holds roughly that 
before the poor can have any significant impact on their own 
situation they must obtain the power to change existing 
institutions. Power is aggregated by organizing for social 
action. Pressing for action in an organized way [l] gives 
participants a new sense of their own power potential, and 
[2] forces the "establishment" to recognize that the poor 
as a group are a new force with which they must deal.

A social action approach is likely to be conflict 
engendering both because of the organizing power of contro­
versial issues, and because the avenue to recognition is 
often through strong protest. In addition, social action 
proponents often hold the notion that existing institutions 
are- "bad" and for effective social action to occur institu­
tions must be altered drastically.
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In this conception the role of the poor includes 

control of certain autonomous bases of power, such as 
neighborhood organizations or Community Action Agencies.
Resident participants are unlikely to have as much influ­
ence within established institutions as on the third level, 
but will have a great deal of autonomy.

These four perspectives are not incompatible. They 
represent ideal types. Despite differences in underlying 
philosophy there is overlap along the spectrum. And, dif­
ferent viewpoints coexist in some programs. In such cases 
one perspective usually dominates, while those farthest 
from it in philosophy are ignored. The traditional social 
service focus is unlikely to coexist, for example, with a 
social action emphasis. The opportunity viewpoint, on the 
other hand, may well coexist with either social service or 
self-help orientations.

It is a popular belief, based largely on the out­
cry from city halls, that the fourth conception of partici­
pation - organizing for social action - prevailed in most 
Community Action Programs. Most studies suggest, however, 
that this is not the case. Resident participation in Com-

11munity Action Programs has often been limited and ineffectual. 11

11. See, for example, Kramer, Participation of the 
Poor; Arnstein, "A Ladder of Citizen Participation," and 
Clark and Hopkins, A Relevant War on Poverty.



In fact, Community Action Programs have served more often
12to improve service delivery than to organize the poor.

Howard Hallman’s statement on community action, in 
effect, is repeated over and over in the literature. He 
states that, with a few exceptions, community action pro­
grams did not have a "predominant commitment to the strat­
egies of giving power to the poor, of deliberate confron-

13tation, of purposefully created conflict." Furthermore, 
Saul Alinsky, foremost proponent of power for the poor, 
found community action programs to fall so short of his 
notions of social action that he called them "political 
pornography.""^ Nevertheless, the impression of a level of 
conflict which threatened to bring down city hall prevailed. 
Consequently, the Demonstration Cities Act of 1966 reduced 
the role of citizen participation both by the use of more 
cautious language describing citizen participation, and by 
providing explicitly for mayoral control.
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12. See Kramer, Participation of the Poor; Howard
W. Hallman, "The Community Action Program: An Interpretative 
Analysis," in Bloomberg and Schmandt, Power, Poverty and 
Urban Policy, pp. 284-311, and Melvin Mogolof, "Coalition 
to Adversary: Citizen Participation in Three Federal Pro­
grams," Journal of the American Institute of Planners, XXXV, 
No. 4 [I969j, pp. 225-232. —

13. Hallman, "The Community Action Program,." p. 289.
14. Saul Alinsky, "The War on Poverty - Political 

Pornography," Journal of Social Issues. XXI, No. 1 [1965], 
p. 41.



31
Despite the language of moderation in the Demon­

stration Cities Act, the character of citizen participation 
in Model Cities has been as varied as in the War on Poverty.
In some cities the 0E0 experience activated some citizens' 
groups to attempt to take over City Demonstration Agencies.
In a few cities de facto control or at least veto power 
over the CDA was a c h i e v e d . E a r l y  in the program the staff 
in Washington favored a strong resident voice, and empha­
sis at one time was placed on delivering effective technical 
assistance and perhaps separate staff to resident organi­
zations.^^

As in the case of the War on Poverty, however, it
appears that resident influence has often been described too
enthusiastically. Sherry Arnstein, who worked in the Model
Cities Administration at HUD, devised a typology of citizen 

17participation. Her evaluation "was that delegated power, 
the highest level of resident power possible given legal 
constraints, had been reached in seven cities by mid-1969.

15. See Arnstein, "A Ladder of Citizen Partici­
pation," and Mogolof, "Coalition to Adversary."

16. Altshuler suggested that in favoring local pro­
grams which provide a large role for residents "federal 
bureaucrats may well have gone beyond congressional intent..." 
He adds that "what is more important is that they have 
remained within congress' zone of indifference." Altshuler, 
Community Control, p. 18&.

17• Arnstein, "A Ladder of Citizen Participation."
The steps in Arnstein's ladder are: manipulation, therapy, 
informing, consultation, placation, partnership, delegated 
power, and citizen control.



Nevertheless, in the vast majority of cities studied, cit­
izen participation's high water mark came only to the level 
of "placation."^

In the Model Cities Program, as well as in the War 
on Poverty, variations in citizen influence must be explained 
by local conditions. This paper will examine a proximate 
basis for the type of citizen participation which exists in 
Tucson's Model Cities program. This proximate basis is the 
structural design of the local Model Cities organization.
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IS. It was at about the time of the Arnstein arti­
cle that the Nixon administration began to dampen expec­
tations concerning the future role of citizen participation 
in the Model Cities program. New York Times, July 13, 1969 
and December 15., 1969 •



CHAPTER 4

THE MODEL CITIES PROGRAM IN TUCSON

The Development of the Program
In Tucson, progress toward a Model Cities program 

was initiated in the city government. The Department of 
Community Development took the first steps toward prepara­
tion of an application for a planning grant in the winter 
of 1967.

In the following months an ambitious series of inter­
views was held with people who might have some knowledge 
of tie problems of Tucson’s poor, and of the tools existing 
to alleviate these problems. Some of those interviewed - 
members of the Area Councils of Tucson’s Committee for 
Economic Opportunity [TCEO], and members of several youth 
organizations - were residents of the future Model Neighbor­
hood.

Study groups directed by agency heads and comprising 
agency employees and residents were formed to explore spe­
cific problem areas. Several meetings were held with the 
memberships of TCEO area councils, three neighborhood 
centers, and two youth associations. Data were obtained 
from Census publications and a survey of 420 residents 
taken as part of a Community Renewal Program.
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Information on problems and priorities in the pro­
posed Model Neighborhood area were derived from these 
sources. The weight of resident suggestions is difficult 
to assess, but certainly the ideas of resident leaders 
were solicited at this time. And the application, while 
not resident produced, was a local product prepared with­
out the aid of outside consultants.

Proposed boundaries for the Model Neighborhood were
drawn by the Department of Community Development

on the basis of prevailing conditions, size and 
population that were considered manageable, esti­
mates of available resources to deal effectively 
with problems, interest and commitment of...other 
units of local government...and neighborhood 
organizations. 1

The director of the City Demonstration Agency staff 
insists that these decisions were made on a purely tech­
nical basis and accomplished simply by overlaying topo­
graphical maps of demographic conditions and choosing the 

2neediest area.
The Application for a Model Cities Planning Grant 

was compiled and written by the Department of Community 1
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1. City of Tucson, Department of Community Devel 
opment, Application for a Model Cities Planning Grant 
[Tucson, April, 1968J, p. 15.

2. Subjective factors probably entered the deci­
sion as well. This notion is corroborated by the subsequent 
inclusion of a sixth Unit. The area, which was annexed 
only after considerable political maneuvering, was clearly 
as worthy as the original Model Neighborhood but had never­
theless been excluded from it.



Development. In April of 1968 the document was submitted
to HUD for consideration in the second round of applications.
A five month waiting period, labeled by a HUD sponsored

3report as the period of "muted expectations" then ensued.
In September 1968 the application for a planning 

grant was approved by the Model Cities Administration. An 
Interim Advisory Committee, comprising residents from the 
few neighborhood organizations in the Model Cities area 
and "a strong agency base", was appointed by the Mayor and 
Council.

• During the next few months the Interim Advisory 
Committee established job criteria for key City Demon­
stration Agency staff and interviewed applicants from the 
three top staff positions. In February 1969 Cressworth 
Lander, formerly Deputy Director of the Pima and Santa Cruz 
County Committee For Economic Opportunity,^ was appointed 
staff director.

The first order of business of the new CDA, during 
April, May and June of 1969, was establishing a citizen 
participation structure. By this time HUD policy on citizen

3. See a study conducted by Marshall Kaplan, Sheldon 
Cans and Howard Kahn for the Department of Housing and Urban . 
Development and entitled The Model Cities Program: A History 
and Analysis of the Planning Process [Washington, D.C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1969J for a description of this 
process in three other cities.

4. Prior to being Deputy Director of the local 0E0 
program, Lander was State Director of Technical Assistance 
for Community Action Programs.

35



participation had been clearly defined. This policy called 
for a well defined, semi-independent resident structure 
headed by neighborhood leaders.^ A structure along these 
lines was proposed by the CDA and staff and, in late April, 
was approved by both the Interim Advisory Committee and the 
three Area Councils. Some objections were raised in Area 
Council meetings, but they were countered by the suggestion 
that changes could be made later.^

Evidently the struggle for control which Marshall 
Kaplan ejb al̂ . found common in the early days of Model Cities, 
particularly where residents have been previously organized 
by local Community Action Programs, did not occur in 
Tucson. For one thing the local Community Action structure 
was closely involved with, and seemed to concur in plans 
for a Model Cities citizen participation structure. As 
noted, their Area Councils endorsed this structure.

Another, more basic factor, was the ingenuity ex­
hibited in designing the structure. From the beginning it 
was emphasized that the Mayor and Council were to have in 
fact all control invested in them legally by the Demon­
stration Cities Act. To highlight and facilitate this

5. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment, "CDA Letter Number 3."

6. See Minutes included in the City of Tucson, 
Department of Community Development, Division of Model 
Cities, "Submission of Required Documents...in order to 
Execute a Planning Grant" sent to the Regional Administra­
tor of the Department of Housing and Urban Development on 
April 25, 1969.
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control the Mayor and Council designated the City Demon­
stration Agency [CDA], Thus, it was immediately apparent 
that final authority lay with the city. It was also implied, 
however, that political sanctions could be applied to the 
CDA. Control of policy bodies advising the CDA, moreover, 
was given administratively to the residents. According to
the staff director, the resident majorities on the policy

7boards removed all incentive for protest.
In early June, Fred Acosta, Deputy Director in 

charge of citizen participation, joined the staff on a full­
time basis and immediately engaged in the hectic organi­
zation of the five neighborhood units included originally 
in the Model Neighborhood. In mid-June an open workshop 
was held by the Tucson Committee for Economic Opportunity

d[TCEO]. According to Acosta three of the units emerged 
easily from this workshop while the other two required more 
organizational effort.̂  In June 1969 the first meeting of

7• It seems to the author that the impossibility 
of gaining control of the CDA was probably another dampening 
factor.

8. The involvement of Community Action Agencies in 
the organization of Model Cities programs does not appear
to have been uncommon. It was probably hoped that local 0E0 
influence over Model Cities Agencies and citizen partici­
pation structures could best be achieved in this way. See 
Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 90 for mention of the 
influence of 0E0 experience on Model Cities. See also p. 128 
for a discussion of hostility in some cities. Similar • 
animosities have existed in Tucson.

9. There is some dispute over whether all the units 
did not emerge from the area councils. In any case it is 
evident that TCEO citizen organizations laid a firm foundation 
for resident participation in the Model Cities program.



the Model Neighborhood Council, the chief policy-making 
body of Model Neighborhood residents, was held, and formal 
citizen participation in the Tucson Model Cities program 
began.

The Model Cities Structure in Tucson 
Originally HUD was silent on the form which Model 

Cities organization should take. Accordingly, these 
structures took many outlines in the plans submitted.
James Sundquist, who studied sixteen Model City programs 
during their planning period, provides an excellent dis­
cussion of organizational structures and their implica-
. . 10 tions.

Organizational Forms
According to Sundquist the form adopted often re­

flected the cities' experiences with the Economic Oppor­
tunity Act. In cities where community action agencies 
espoused a confrontational philosophy, Model Neighborhood 
residents held out for a bicameral structure in which resi­
dents had an independent organization participating in 
planning and program evaluation, parallel to and on equal
footing with organizations comprising public and private 

11officials. In some of these cities residents managed to 11

10. Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, pp. 86-103.
11. The CDA was an administrative organization 

directed by some combination of representatives of these 
groups.



12take de facto control of the CDA. In other cities uni­
cameral organizations developed wherein neighborhood resi­
dents and agency representatives were involved in a single

13planning process. J Figure 2 presents the major types of 
organizational form identified by Sundquist.

Sundquist contends that the November 196? HUD policy 
statement implicitly prohibited the unicameral form. And 
it is widely held that HUD staff, strongly infused at this 
time with 0E0 blood, in general preferred a powerful resi­
dent position.

While the Johnson administration opposed the uni­
cameral planning process, approval of resident domination 
of the CDA - the most extreme bicameral position - was 
rejected by HUD's Secretary R o m n e y . A n d ,  according to 
Sundquist, a resident dominated CDA can only be unsatis­
factory. Placing final authority in city hall, he maintains,. 
is essential to accomplish the comprehensive planning and 
coordination which a successful program must achieve.

12. See Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 95•
Also Marshall Kaplan et al., The Model Cities Program, p. 610.

13• Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 86.
14* U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop­

ment, "CDA Letter Number 3"• The policy statement main­
tained that HUD still preferred not to dictate form.

15* See Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 90; 
Lille, "Uncertain Future," and Altshuler, Community Control,p * 188.

16. See this study, Chapter 2.

39



I. UNICAMERAL

Identification • I c da ]

□□□a
Task Forces Including Residents

2. BICAMERAL-Unified

fi)- Identification -|CDA Identification

Staff I__
Assigned - o o b O

Joint Agency-Resident 
Task Forces Using CDA Staff

3. BICAMERAL-  City Holl Oriented

______ Identification tr \r \ 7 1 .  NegotiationCDAh
or

Confrontation

Staff
Advocacy 

Planning Staff

4. BICAMERAL -  Neighborhood Oriented

Negoljotion Identification
Confrontation HGDAt-

Staff Assigned

5. RESIDENT CONTROL

fcnV Negotiation
Confrontation

ICDA]

- a a a a
Resident Task Forces

D D D D
Resident Task Forces

KEY City Holl
,---------- , City Neighborhood
ICDAI Demonstration (NRO) Resident

Agency Organization
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James Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 96).
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Thus lines [l] and [5] on Figure 2 represent un­

likely forms for Model Cities* structures to take. Tucson’s 
organizational form lies between lines [2] and [3] and is, 
when measured in terms of formal resident influence, one of 
the most moderate options available. In one sense the 
Tucson CDA is city hall oriented [line 3] since the CDA is 
the Mayor and Council. The fact that CDA staff, in most 
instances, act for the CDA does not alter this orientation. 
Nevertheless, the independent staff resources for resi­
dents, and the adversary relationship between residents and 
CDA, indicated on line [3] do not exist locally. In this 
sense the Tucson case approaches the unified bicameral 
form [line 2]. There seems to exist in Tucson a consensual 
structure in which CDA staff manages to identify both with 
city hall and with neighborhood residents, but in which 
city hall clearly retains control.

Tucson’s Organizational Structure
In Tucson the Mayor and Council are at the apex of 

the Model Cities organization [see Figure 3]. The Mayor 
and Council are not only final arbiters but also active 
participants in the planning and evaluation process. Obvi­
ously many decisions which would ordinarily lie with the 
CDA in Tucson are delegated to staff. Nevertheless, the 
fact that this staff is a department of the city directly 
beneath the Mayor and Council and not a semi-autonomous
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Figure 3. Model Cities Organization in Tucson
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public agency, as is true in most cities, suggests the 
importance of equating the CDA with the Mayor and Council.

This arrangement is also important in a symbolic 
sense in that it makes abundantly clear to all participants 
that the Mayor and Council are in command. Although inter­
vention or veto by this group on a "hot" issue might well
cause shock waves, their position above all policy boards

17is univerally recognized and generally respected.
Directly beneath the CDA is the Policy Board. This 

small, resident-dominated group receives proposals from 
agency and resident councils and has authority to accept 
or reject them. Whereas approved proposals are routed to 
the Mayor and Council, recommendations for change are sent 
back to the councils. The resident portion of the Policy 
Board includes several of the more powerful residents [Unit 
chairmen], and thus transmits a significant resident voice. 
One member of the City Council sits on the Board, and the 
Board meets occasionally with the entire Mayor and Council.

Under the Policy Board, sharing the services of CDA 
staff with the Mayor and Council, are the primary agency 
and resident structures. These units are joined theoret­
ically by a Conference Committee which is nominally domi­
nated by residents but which has never been convened. The

17* Actually, for the most part, joint recommen­
dations of the advisory bodies below the CDA are accepted 
by the current Mayor and Council.
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Conference Committee is designed to settle differences which 
arise between the resident and agency councils. Heretofore, 
such differences have been settled by joint sessions of the 
agency and resident councils.

The Model Neighborhood Council [MNC] is the central 
organization in the resident decision-making structure. It 
is composed of five delegates from each of six geographical 
units into which the Model Neighborhood is divided. The 
details of MNC delegate selection are specified in Unit by­
laws, but in all cases delegates are directly elected at 
open meetings. The MNC receives all information compiled 
by CDA staff. Its stated functions are to initiate plan­
ning and evaulation and to review outputs in these areas 
before transmittal to the Policy Board.

Planning is carried out at the Task Force level. 
Task Forces are structured around problem areas. Their 
membership is divided equally between resident and agency 
representatives. Membership, at least as an alternate, 
must be open to any resident wishing to participate. A 
staff specialist is appointed by the staff director to 
serve the needs of [and, in fact direct] each Task Force. ^  
Task Forces are the basic planning units in the Tucson 
process. Their efforts are overseen by resident and agency 
councils.

The agency side of the Model Cities organization is 
served by the Study Group Council. This Council is a 30



member board of 24 representatives of public and private 
agencies involved in the Model Neighborhood and six resi­
dents, one from each unit. While the resident organization 
recommends priorities based on neighborhood preferences, 
the Study Group Council presents priorities based on agency 
fiscal and administrative capabilities-. The Study Group
Council, like the Model Neighborhood Council, must approve

l8all recommendations before they go to the policy board.
The Tucson organizational structure is bicameral 

but has a unified staff. The structure is clearly under 
the auspices of city hall but Includes resident supremacy 
on advisory boards. This structure should be, and hereto­
fore has been, stable. Only the sharing of staff by resi­
dents, agency representatives, and the Mayor and Council, 
by Sundquist's criteria, would compromise its durability.

Model Cities Staff
According to Sundquist an independent staff for 

residents is a "natural" element in a stable organizational 
structure. The differences in priorities and attitudes of 
poor residents and middle-class professionals should make 
the sharing of staff by residents, agency representatives, 
and city hall untenable. In many cities residents have 
their own staff which gives them technical assistance in

18. Most of this information is taken from the City 
of Tucson, Department of Community Development, Model Cities 
Division, Model Cities Program: Comprehensive Development 
Plan [Tucson, 1970J, pp. 9-11.



complicated budgeting and planning matters, and which often
engages in advocacy planning. Altshuler, for one, cites a
"growing trend in response to demands for dollar grants to
[resident] boards for the hiring and firing of staff and

IQprofessional consultants." Clearly a separate staff 
would give residents more independence and expertise.

A resident structure with a small, independent 
staff was mentioned in Tucson's application for a planning 
grant but later dropped. Something like a separate staff 
and access to independent consultants was tried in a Train­
ing and Technical Assistance program funded by 0E0 but this 
too was dropped. Instead, over the first two years of
Model Cities operations in Tucson, a "branch" staff serving

20resident needs evolved. This staff was recognized offi­
cially as the "Citizen Participation Component" in the fall 
of 1970, and is now housed in the Model Neighborhood.

During the research period the sub-staff was resi-
21dent oriented in both perspective and contact. When

19. Altshuler, Community Control, p. 18?.
20. At the time of this research the staff consis­

ted of a Neighborhood Coordinator [who was also the Deputy 
Director of the CDA staff], an administrative assistant, 
six Unit and seven Task Force aides, and secretarial assis­tants.
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21. Since that time the Neighborhood Coordinator 
and his assistant have been moved to city hall and replaced 
by men whose sympathies are not known. It is probably 
significant that the new coordinator is an "Anglo" and a 
minister at a suburban church and has not worked with the 
residents before.



differences arose between staff and residents, the Citizen 
Participation Component largely championed the resident 
viewpoint. An effort, moreover, was made to provide tech­
nical assistance to residents. Nevertheless, the group is 
under the direction of the CDA staff director and of the 
Mayor and Council, and in some degree is constrained not 
to give advice which would run counter to the wishes of 
city hall. It is clearly not the function of the Citizen 
Participation Component to engage in any resident directed 
"advocacy planning"; rather the sub-staff appears to exist 
chiefly to encourage and direct resident activity.

Residents do not lack representation. A serious 
effort is made to include Model Neighborhood residents on
the staff, and this policy evidently existed even before

22HUD spelled out its requirements on the subject. Accord­
ing to the November 1970-January 1971 quarterly progress 
report, 22 of $2 CDA staff members were Model Neighborhood
residents. None of the 22 held higher echelon positions,

23but some training was being accomplished. Civil service 
regulations and educational requirements, however, are

22. U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Develop­
ment, "Model Cities Resident Employment and Training Require 
ments", [CDA Letter Number 11], newsletter released November 1970.

23. Most of the residents are employed as Unit or 
Task Force aides, or as interviewers.
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likely to keep most of these people from moving very high
o i

into the staff structure. *
The sharing of staff by the CDA and resident organi­

zations is seen by the staff as an integral element of the 
consensual, programmatic Model Cities process. A resident 
organization working independently of city government, 
drawing up, with the aid of its staff, proposals for pre­
sentation to the Mayor and Council, and fighting to have 
these proposals accepted, would be dysfunctional.

The reaction of the residents interviewed to a 
shared staff was again almost universally favorable. This 
response came despite recent friction between residents and 
staff specialistsSeveral residents also mentioned that 
direction of the planning process by some higher authority 
was essential to achieve a workable program.

The "Competent Program" Philosophy 
of the Local Model Cities Program

Ralph Kramer has suggested that Community Action
programs stress either the "competent program" or "competent

24. In the spring of 1971 residents were also given 
some voice in the hiring of CDA staff members. Civil service 
regulations, however, restrict this role in most cases. And, 
in instances where staff members are hired under contract, 
rather than through competitive civil service examinations, 
and in which the resident Screening Committee should play a 
major role in the selection process, it is not clear how 
influential residents have been in the final choosing.

25. See Chapter 4.



community" philosophy. That is, they may emphasize on the 
one hand the coordination and delivery of services, and on the 
other the organization of residents to press for services.2^ 

That an emphasis on the "competent program" exists 
here seems evident in staff statements. The local program 
is often compared by staff members to .the local poverty 
program. The latter was not so pragmatic in outlook, pre­
ferring to emphasize confrontation and to operate outside 
the governmental system. Several staff members pointed out 
that this orientation resulted in low local funding for the 
program.

Great stress is placed on the relative success of
the Model Cities program in providing services. When it
was suggested that some Model Cities programs have the social
action-oriented philosophy of citizen participation often
associated with 0E0, the staff director pointed out that
programs with stronger, more independent resident partici-

27pation didn't work. When questioned about flaws in
participation, the Neighborhood Coordinator, a man most
enthusiastic about citizen participation, countered that

2#the program is not perfect but it works.
26. See Kramer, Participation of the Poor, p. 203.
27. Cressworth Lander, Director of the Department 

of Model Cities, Interview held in Tucson, March 11, 1971•
28. Fred Acosta, Neighborhood Coordinator and 

Deputy Director of the Department of Model Cities, Interview 
held in Tucson, March 10, 1971.
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5.0
A neglect of the "competent community" philosophy 

may be reflected in conceptions of the goals of citizen 
participation. The goals are perceived by the preponderance 
of the staff [and residents] as improving the program and 
promoting its use, rather than organizing and educating 
residents.̂

It is maintained by the local staff that the moder­
ate local philosophy is the Model Cities philosophy. Such 
a philosophy is in accord with the intent of the Act and 
with the Nixon-HUD ideology. Nonetheless, that the "compe­
tent program" orientation is not predetermined is made 
clear by experiences in other cities.

Summary
The Tucson Model Cities process is clearly ori­

ented toward producing a workable, noncontroversial and, 
most importantly, well funded operation. The Department 
of Model Cities staff Director has declared that a working 
program could not be achieved without CDA and staff direc­
tion of the Model Cities process and that citizen partici­
pation must operate within an integrated system. Further­
more, the Department maintains that "clear and direct 
access to decision-making", which citizen participation 
guarantees to residents, cannot be assured except through

29. See Chapter 6.
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an integrated structure headed by the Mayor and Council 
with staff serving as a bridge between the Mayor and Coun­
cil and residents.

This integrated structure and the competent program 
orientation which the structure facilitates may have a 
significant influence on citizen participation in Tucson's 
Model Cities program. It is expected that the character 
and independence of resident activity are greatly influ­
enced by the organizational structure and the prevailing 
philosophy of the program.



CHAPTER 5

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF 
CITIZEN PARTICIPATION IN TUCSON

The characteristics of participation to be ana­
lyzed in this chapter are: [1] the breadth of participa­
tion, [2] the representativeness of participants, and [3] 
the "stance" of participants. These concepts, defined 
subsequently, are analyzed with the aid of survey findings 
and Model Cities' records.

The Breadth of Participation
The characteristic of participation currently most 

easily measured is referred to here as "breadth". Breadth 
of participation is measured at two points by counting the 
people who become involved in the activities of the resi­
dent participation structure. One measurement point is at 
the level where participation should be most widespread - 
at the Unit or neighborhood level - whereas the other point

lrefers to the leadership level. 1

1. In one case it is asked how many residents 
participate in the open, well-advertised Unit meetings. In 
the other, it is asked how many residents are visibly influ­
ential at the policy-making level.
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Citizen participation in Tucson's Model Cities pro­
gram is expected to be limited. Participation in govern­
mental affairs is not generally widespread even among the 

2middle class. Therefore, the probability of the poor 
becoming widely involved is unlikely. Obstacles to the 
effective organization of the poor include: the character­
istics of the poor [apathy, alienation, lack of resources 
and experience in organized groups]; the nature of the 
organizers [their sponsorship, their ideologies, their 
ability or inability to win trust], and the kind of out­
comes involved [the possibility of gaining power, and the 
type and immediacy of expected outcomes].

The typical Model Neighborhood resident is poor 
and obstacles stemming from the characteristics of the poor 
are likely to exist. While the organizers in this case 
have been, for the most part, indigenous and presumably 
able to inspire trust, their ideologies, like those of
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2. For instance, a Survey Research Center study 
has shown that only 23.7 percent of a sample representative 
of the general population had ever done anything to influ­
ence a governmental decision. Cited in Robert Carr, Marver 
Bernstein, Walter Murphy and Michael Danielson [eds.] 
Essentials of American Democracy [New York: Holt, Rinehart 
and Winston, Inc., 1971J*

3• The difficulties of organizing the poor have 
been discussed repeatedly in the literature on the war on 
poverty. See Ralph Kramer, Participation of the Poor; 
Francis Piven, "Participation of Residents," pp. 113-127, 
and Gregory Farrell, "The View from the City: Community 
Action in Trenton," in Sundquist, On Fighting Poverty, pp. 
127-157.



their sponsoring organization, have been traditional if 
ranked on the aforementioned spectrum.**'

The outcomes of participation may be influenced by 
local organizational structure and philosophy. In Tucson 
the structure is such that even when residents acquire 
access to decision-makers, the probability of their aggre­
gating power to induce change is low. And, a program 
stressing the "competent program" is likely to emphasize 
planning at the expense of immediate results. As Altshuler 
suggests, "the sense of participation varies with the imme- 
diacy of linkage between activity and decision." For all 
of these reasons local participation is expected to be low.

The actual number of citizens involved in the Tucson 
Model Cities program is quite.small. Participation rates 
are especially low at the Unit or "grass roots" level. 
Records of attendance at Unit meetings have been irreg­
ularly maintained, but those available from October 1970

4« Of six aide-respondents, three felt the primary 
purpose of citizen participation was to elicit definitions 
of needs to the staff. Another two thought it was educative 
and one thought it was to organize residents for action.
It is assumed that ideologies which stress the role of the 
resident as clients of service agencies will be less likely 
to stir interest in citizen participation than those which 
emphasize the role of residents as potential agents of 
social action.

5• Altshuler, Community Control, p. 126.
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to March 1971 reveal an average attendance of 47• The 
average Unit population is 4000, and Unit meetings are open 
and well-advertised.

Participation in the Model Cities program varies 
significantly among neighborhoods. The smallest of the 
six Units, for instance, has an average attendance of 73, 
whereas the largest averages a scant 27. A great deal of 
this difference was attributed by those interviewed to the 
personality and efforts of aides charged with organizing 
the two Units. Remaining variance is believed a function

7of differences in the characteristics of the Units.
Not only is participation low at the Unit level, 

but the number of participants actively involved in the 
policy-making process in the Model Neighborhood Council is 
small. Attendance at Task Force and Council meetings - 
drawn from a large group of delegates and alternates and 
rewarded by stipend — is good. But, the number of people 
actively participating in open meetings is low.

6. This figure was obtained simply by averaging the 
number of people signing attendance sheets at Unit meetings 
for which records were kept. The average for each Unit was 
calculated for the period from October 1970 through March 
1971. The means were then averaged. Since the attendance 
records include guests as well as residents the figure is
a generous estimate of resident turnout.

7. Information on Unit characteristics was not 
available at the time that the study was made.

8. Attendance records show that quorums are always 
achieved at MNC meetings. Task Forces have mixed success 
in drawing attendance. The active Task Forces generally 
draw at least one delegate per Unit.
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A count of "movers"^ mentioned in the minutes of the 

Model Neighborhood Council from its inception to early 1971 
revealed only seven highly active participants. Three of 
these - the most "militant" members of the original Council - 
dropped out by the summer of 1970, leaving only four movers, 
all Unit chairmen.

The limited involvement of most resident partici­
pants can be attributed, in part, to their lack of organi­
zational sophistication. Most residents are unaccustomed 
to participating in large groups. This disinclination to 
participate actively may also be related to the feeling 
expressed by residents of not knowing e n o u g h . C l e a r l y , 
no matter how diligent staff efforts might be, the complex­
ities of planning are such that many novices feel inadequate.

The imbalance in participation also may result from 
an imbalance of power between Unit chairmen and their dele­
gations. For the most part the same Unit chairmen have 
headed their delegations since the early days of the program. 11

9. Movers are defined as those who were mentioned 
more than twice, excluding mention for the seconding of a 
motion.

10. This seems to have begun to change since the 
research period. Although Unit chairmen still dominate, 
active participation has increased.

11. Although delegates may go to aides for expla­
nation of the agenda, and although information packets are 
distributed before meetings, the most frequent comment on 
the returned resident questionnaires was that residents 
needed more information.
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They are granted, moreover, substantial influence by the 
structure of the organization.

Unit chairmen rotate as Model Neighborhood Council 
chairman and possess authority over programs conducted by 
Unit councils. Most chairmen have served regularly on the 
agenda-setting executive committee. More importantly they 
often serve on the committee which screens applicants for 
all Model Cities jobs. In addition, because they are Unit 
spokesmen with relative permanence in office, they are 
called upon repeatedly by the staff for input.

Over the two years of the program's life, Unit 
chairmen have become an "establishment". Given the non- 
aggressive style of their delegations [see this chapter], 
and the information gap between chairmen and other resi­
dents, it is hardly surprising that Unit chairmen dominance 
on the floor is unchallenged.

It is difficult to say how many residents of the 
Model Neighborhood have participated in the Model Cities 
program since its inception. Clearly there is a loyal 
group which has turned out for meeting after meeting from 
the organizational through the operational stages of the 
program. The number of people attending the grassroots 
meetings, however, is small. Moreover, the number of resi­
dents taking an overt leadership role in the process during 
the research period was very limited. A handful of leaders



appears to voice resident sentiment to other participants 
in the process.

The Representativeness of Participants 
0E0 program experience demonstrates that the repre­

sentatives of the poor are often not representative of the 
poor. They are not the "hard core" poor at whom the pro­
gram is aimed, but rather better educated, upwardly-mobile

12individuals often highly involved in ethnic affairs.
Representativeness, like breadth is a characteris­

tic of participation. Paul Peterson extends the notion of 
representativeness in moving beyond the social character­
istics of the representative. In a study of three Community
Action programs he identified four types of representation:

13descriptive, formal, substantive and interest. Both 
descriptive and formal representation will be considered in 
this study.

12. See Kramer, Participation of the Poor, pp. 
190-191, and Howard W. Hallman, "The Community Action Pro­
gram: An Interpretative Analysis," in Bloomberg and Schmandt 
[eds.] Power, Poverty and Urban Policy, pp. 284-311.

13. Paul Peterson, "Forms of Representation: Par­
ticipation of the Poor in Community Action Programs", Amer­
ican Political Science Review, LXIV [June,1970], pp. 491-507.

14. Substantive and interest representation are 
not discussed because the data necessary to describe them 
have not been collected. However, some notion of the impact 
of representatives and of their orientation may be inferred 
from later sections.



In most 0E0 programs, what Peterson calls descrip­
tive representation - the relationship between the social 
and economic characteristics of the represented and the 
representative - has been low. Upwardly mobile, previously- 
organized, ethnic leaders have used Community Action Pro­
grams to gain power and/or a voice in community affairs. 
Their interest, however, would likely dwindle with the 
nature of the stakes.

In Tucson, a city hall dominated organizational 
structure, and a prevailing philosophy which stresses con­
sensus and cooperation within the existing system, is likely 
to make these stakes low. The amount of influence which 
can be aggregated and applied by residents through the Model 
Cities program may be too small to attract aggressive leader 
ship. Thus the organizational structure of the program and 
its concommitant philosophy indicate that its participants 
will not be the aggressive, successful, upwardly mobile 
"cream" which has emerged in some Community Action Programs. 
Rather, they will be descriptively representative.

While participants may be descriptively represen­
tative, it cannot be presumed that they will be partic­
ularly representative formally. The degree of formal 
representation is assessed in noting the method of selec­
tion of the representatives. The more directly and widely 
chosen the more formally representative^ Some degree of

15* Peterson, "Forms of Representation," p. 491.
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formal representation results in the Tucson program from 
the direct election of delegates. However, the evidence on 
breadth of participation suggests that few people turn out 
for elections.

Data to support the hypothesis that Tucson's Model 
Cities program maximizes descriptive representation and 
minimizes formal representation is drawn from a survey 
conducted among resident delegates to the Model Neighbor­
hood Council, and from records of election turnout. Unfor­
tunately the rate of return on the questionnaire was low 
and the records on election turnout were poor. In addi­
tion, current data describing residents of the Model 
Neighborhood are not extensive.

Although relevant data are sketchy, the evidence 
suggests that representatives in the Tucson program are not 
as representative descriptively as hypothesized. The 
leaders of the Model Neighborhood Council in particular 
appear to match Kramer’s description of the well-educated,
upwardly mobile, ethnically-concerned leaders in Bay area

_ 16 poverty groups.
The educational level of MNC delegates responding 

to the questionnaire was somewhat higher than all residents 
in the Model Neighborhood in I960. Only 32 percent of

16. Some of this difference may be a result of 
returnee bias. .However, some undoubtedly reflects a higher 
educational achievement among delegates.
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those completing the questionnaire did not graduate from 
high school, whereas 55*3 percent of the I960 population 
did not complete the eighth grade.

The income level of representatives appeared to be 
lower than that of residents in general. Sixty percent of 
those completing the questionnaire reported incomes below 
$4000, while 36.9 percent of the area's residents had 
incomes below $3000 in 1960.^ On the other hand, 25 per­
cent of the delegates had incomes over $7000.

An ethnic comparison between this study's crude 
estimates and I960 Census figures shows that blacks are 
slightly over-represented in the Council at the expense of 
Mexican-Americans. Approximately 5& percent of the repre­
sentatives to the Model Neighborhood Council had Spanish 
surnames in the spring of 1971, and some 26 percent were 
nonwhite. However, the I960 census reports 74 percent of 
the residents as having a Spanish surname, and but 17 per­
cent as black.

Other socio-economic characteristics reveal that
fifty-five percent of the representatives are women; a

1&surprising 36 percent of the delegates are over 55, and one 
half of those responding to the relevant question belong to

17* Since the poverty line, as defined by 0E0, has 
moved from $3000 to almost $4000 in this decade, the figures 
can probably be compared.

IS. The high proportion of older delegates may 
explain the surprising combination of high education and low income.
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organizations outside the Model Cities structure but only 
a few of these belong to organizations which are ethnically 
oriented.

A vague picture of descriptive representation 
emerges from the figures. Representatives seem to rank 
higher in education than their constituents, but not in 
income. Moreover, they do not appear to be ethnically 
oriented in organizational affiliation. Their ages would 
exclude many of them from the upwardly mobile group.

The established leaders - Unit chairmen - on the 
other hand definately appear more successful than the typ­
ical resident. Additionally, four of the six chairmen 
seem strongly conscious of ethnicity and all but one had 
organizational affiliations before joining Model Cities. 
While delegates in general are largely representative except 
in education, the leaders are less descriptively represen­
tative than hypothesized.

The degree of formal representation is more easily
measured than that of descriptive representation. Although
Peterson claims elected representatives are more formally

20representative than appointed representatives, variations

19. Only fourteen of the respondents replied to the 
question on organizational affiliation. [It is likely that 
most of those who did not complete the question are not organi­
zationally affiliated]. Of the fourteen who responded 
eight said they were affiliated. Of these three listed 
organizations which are ethnically oriented.

20. Peterson, "Forms' of Representation,” p. 491*



may exist within classifications. And in the Tucson Model 
Cities program the active electorate is quite small.

According to the Model Cities newspaper, at least 
one election was postponed for lack of adequate partici­
pation [40-50 persons should be present the paper declared], 
and the average attendance at elective meetings for which 
reports were found was approximately 35* Thus less than 
one percent of Model Neighborhood residents typically 
participate in the election of delegates. In contrast, in 
the early stages of the Model Cities program, turnouts in 
most cities averaged 7 to 11 percent and four ranged from 
24 to 40 percent.
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The Stance of Resident Participants 
A more interesting aspect of the character of citi­

zen participation than the numbers of people involved is 
the attitudes of these people toward their roles as citizen 
participants. How do resident representatives view the 
Model Cities program and particularly their role in it?
What do they believe to be the objectives of a citizen 
participation program? How do they regard the independence

21. Altshuler, Community Control,p. 139* It is 
also noted that in the Community Action Program's first year 
turnouts of 2 and 3 percent were common. Moynihan similarly 
reports turnouts ranging from .7 percent to 5 percent in 
major cities. The bases for these figures are unknown. 
Tucson's average turnout is estimated at less than one per­
cent of the population or almost 2 percent of the population 
over 18. It is certainly comparable to, and perhaps slightly 
less than turnout in the poverty program.
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of their own organizations and conflict within existing 
institutions? All of these attitudes toward citizen 
participation can be considered together and referred to 
as stance.

In the earlier discussion of conceptions of citi­
zen participation a rough spectrum was suggested along

22which degrees of "militance" could be measured. Four 
notions of the role and purpose of citizen participation 
were defined in terms of program orientation: provision of 
services, opportunity, community development, and social 
action. Each point along the continuum embodies greater 
degrees of power to the poor, combined with a more probable 
threat to the established process. The "militant" or 
social action stance, therefore, not only would delegate 
substantial power to the residents, but would view the mani­
festations of conflict and controversy as inevitable.

In Tucson where structural arrangements clearly 
delimit resident influence, and where programmatic emphasis 
is on producing a workable, funded operation within exis­
ting systems rather than on challenging established pat­
terns, it is hypothesized that the stance of the resident, 
in terms of the above spectrum, is non-militant. In other 
words resident participants will define their roles and 
objectives more in terms of a traditional, service-oriented

22. See Chapter 3.
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conception of citizen participation than in terms of a 
social-action frame.

One question asked of residents concerned their
views of the citizen participation component of Model 

21Cities. J In specifying what they believed to be the most 
important objectives of citizen participation residents 
answered as indicated in Table 2. ^

Table 2
Citizen Participation Objectives

Objectives First
Priority

Second
Priority

Definition of needs, building trust 60fo
Building skills 15# 4lf°
Promoting political awareness, 

leadership w 14/o
Organizing for action 15# %
Number responding 20 20

23. What do you feel are the goals of the Citizen 
Participation component of the Model Cities program, [a] 
to organize citizens so they can take their needs to City 
Hall and can effectively press City Hall to respond to them; 
[b] to familarize citizens with Agencies which affect their 
lives and to give them skill and confidence in working with 
these Agencies; [c] to build political awareness in the 
Model Neighborhood so that the residents will participate 
more knowledgeably; [d] to get residents’ definitions of the 
needs of the Model Neighborhood; [e] to build trust among 
the residents and to promote the use of programs offered, 
and [f] to identify and develop local leadership.

24. In most cases the number of residents answering 
a particular question is less than the number responding to 
the questionnaire. In many cases this is because choices 
were marked but not ranked and thus could not be used. In 
other cases certain questions were simply not answered.
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Table 2 contains a continuum moving from a tradi­
tional, service orientation to a militant, social-action 
orientation.2'5 Resident participants, it is apparent, 
define objectives more in terms of provision of services 
[and in the case of second priority, in terms of opportu­
nity], than in terms of social action.

The same sort of spectrum might be set against the 
residents' views of their tasks in Model Cities processes.
The least militant view sees the resident role in terms 
of the on-going planning process, while more militant views 
would emphasize the use of residents in staffing and orga­
nizing. In answering a question concerning their role, 53 
percent of the residents said their most important role 
was to participate in planning, while 20 percent said it 
was to organize residents to press for action [see Table 3]. 
In answering another question [Table 4], 50 percent suggested 
that their role in planning was to get resident ideas to 
staff specialists, while only 25 percent thought residents 
should present their own plans. Thus most resident partici­
pants see their role as one of a client providing infor­
mation to professional planners.

Interestingly, 36 percent of respondents - includ­
ing some who gave participation in planning first priority - 
gave organizing for action as a second choice. This group

25. Whether this spectrum was assumed by respon­
dents when they answered the question is, of course, open to question.



Table 3
Resident Tasks
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Resident Tasks
First
Priority

Second
Priority

Participating in planning and 
evaluation 53/° 21/

Organizing for action 20/ 36/
Working with agencies - 13/ 21/
Participating in hiring 13/ 14/
Organizing for self-help 0 7/

Number responding 15 14

Table 4
Resident Role in Planning

The residents' part in the 
planning process is:

First
Priority

Second
Priority

Bringing ideas about neighborhood 
needs to the staff 50/ 28/ .

Drawing up plans and designing pro­
grams using staff as consultants 25/° 28/

Submitting projects for agency 
and staff consideration 15/ 22/

Cooperating with agencies and 
staff in planning 10/ 22/
Number responding 20 18



when added to the 20 percent who gave first priority to 
action would indicate that there is a sizeable group among 
residents who would organize around some sort of social- 
action issue.

A fourth question asked residents whether their 
role in the Model Cities program should remain the same, 
be made larger, or be made more paramount [see Table 5]•
Only 9 percent said that it should remain the same while 
65 percent supported a larger role and 26 percent sought 
resident control. The original proposition attributing a 
rather moderate position on social power to residents may 
be upheld by the fact that the great majority of them do not 
ask for control; nevertheless, the significant minority who 
do make the evidence less clear.

Table 5
Size of Resident Role

Resident Participants 
Should Have:
A smaller role 0
The same role 9/0
A larger role 65%
Complete and final say 26%

Number responding 24

Table 6 reveals information on the residents' view 
of conflict. As suggested earlier, a social-action orien­
tation welcomes conflict, while traditional philosophies 
more often reject it. In this study percent of the



resident respondents thought that conflict was undesirable 
while 23 percent thought it unimportant and only 19 percent 
considered it useful. [In contrast, among the more sophis­
ticated staff 67 percent thought conflict was useful.]
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Table 6
Conflict Between Residents and City Hall

Conflict Is: Residents Staff
Undesirable 23# Ofo
Undesirable but not too important 3596 22<?o
Neither desirable or undesirable 23% ll/o
Useful 1976 67%
Number responding 18 18

The questionnaire returns support the notion that 
resident participants do not aspire to a dominant, or a 
conflict-producing role; more often they see themselves as 
client-consultants. On the other hand, a significant num­
ber [approximately 20 percent] of resident respondents feel, 
despite structural arrangements and prevailing programmatic 
emphasis, that they should have a more dominant, action- 
oriented role.

One area of interest in investigating resident 
philosophy is the respondent's feeling of impact. While 
not directly related to "militance", the participant's con­
fidence in his personal impact is an essential part of his 
stance. A participant who is confident that his views can 
be made effective is much more likely to be active and even



combative than one who is not so assured. In this study,
70

46 percent of the respondents felt they had made some impact 
on programs while 50 percent did not know. Only 33 per­
cent felt that the impact they had was as great as they 
hoped.

Table 7
Perception of Impact

Do you feel you have had an Has the impact been as
impact on the program? large as you had hoped?

Yes 46/o Yes 33/o
No 4/o No 25f°
Don’t know 50# Don't know 4256
Number 24 Number 24

Because of the limited number of questionnaires 
returned and the possibility that responses were inter­
preted differently by the author and the respondents, the 
"stance" of resident participants should be examined from 
another perspective. Some evidence concerning the attitudes 
of participants, therefore, has been drawn from the records 
of the Model Neighborhood Council.

Evidence on "stance" may be inferred from the list 
of notable dropouts. Of seven individuals labeled earlier 
as "movers", three were regarded as " r a d i c a l s " T w o  of 
the three were on the original Policy Board, and all three 
virtually have dropped out of the Model Cities process.

26. See the continuum drawn in Chapter 3•
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The Neighborhood Coordinator has suggested that

these three were not only suspicious of the system", but
the staff. One of them, described by the Coordinator as

27an "idealist", warned that "the system will buy you."
The other two actually used a Training and Technical Assis­
tance [T and TA] grant, extended by 0E0, to try to establish 
a confrontation model. This model, and its proponents, 
apparently were rejected by the Model Neighborhood Council 
in their vote not to accept a new T and TA grant. The two 
"movers" drifted away soon afterward, and with them, appar­
ently, the confrontation philosphy.

The confrontation model experience marked one of 
the two more lively periods in resident activity. The only 
other issue generating as much interest, during the same 
time, was a freeway issue. Stirred, it would appear, by 
radicals and the T and TA funded newspaper, a substantial 
number of Model Neighborhood residents turned out to pro­
test a planned freeway cutting through the area. On the 
residents' insistence an objection to the freeway plan was

27. Fred Acosta, Interview held in Tucson, March 
10, 1971.

28. Another potentially heated issue concerning a 
golf course in the Model Neighborhood arose within the 
larger community later that year. It was carefully circum­
navigated by the Model Cities organization.



included [under the heading "resident perceptions"] in the 
Comprehensive Demonstration Plan.

During the period in which these two issues crys- 
talized the proper methods and goals of citizen participa­
tion were unsettled. Over the spring and summer of 1970, 
however, a prevailing philosophy apparently solidified.
This philosophy embraced more the moderate, programmatic

29"encounter" model than the militant "confrontation" model.
Mixed evidence on the "stance" of citizen partici­

pants is found in resident attitudes toward staff directions. 
The residents interviewed [with one notable exception] 
agreed that staff direction was essential to the success of 
the program. On the other hand, several of the residents 
insisted that the program is "the resident's program". Some 
animosity against staff specialists flared in one or two 
Model Neighborhood Council meetings attended by the author. 
Similarly, a staff workshop which resident leaders attended, 
was reported to have turned into a rather acrimonious ses-

30sion at which resident complaints against staff were aired.
Some conflict exists although its significance is 

obscured by the fact that to some extent ranks are closed in 
the presence of outsiders. The resentment seems largely

29. This distinction was suggested by Fred Acosta, 
Neighborhood Coordinator, suggesting "encounter" connoted a 
much less aggressive stance than "confrontation". Interview 
March 10, 1971, Tucson.

30. The Neighborhood Coordinator also has reported 
resentment from the residents toward the attitudes of spe­cialists.
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directed at what is perceived as a patronizing attitude of
73

certain planning specialists. The type of resident mis­
trust which Sundquist and Kramer found common may have 
surfaced here.^^ On the other hand, neither the Director - 
who supports the notion that citizen participation must
be staff directed - nor the Neighborhood Coordinator are 

39resented.

. Summary
Participation in the Tucson Model Cities program 

is limited. Although the average Unit population is 4000, 
only about forty-five people turn out for a normal Unit 
meeting. The typical representative to the Model Neighbor­
hood Council is chosen by about one percent of the residents. 
Moreover, the number of representatives actively partici­
pating at higher levels of organization comprise a handful 
of men and women largely dissimilar from the average Model 
Neighborhood resident. While all of this may be lamentable, 
none is too surprising in the light of earlier experience 
in the war on poverty.

The stance of resident participants is a moderate 
one. Generally they neither share a "militant" view of

31. Kramer, Participation of the Poor, p. 265 and 
Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 105.

32. It is surmised that this is largely because of 
their ability to avoid giving the impression that as pro­
fessionals they are different from, or superior to, the residents.
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citizen participation, nor have great confidence in their 
efficacy. Nevertheless, residents have the kind of respect 
for themselves and their position which impels them to 
resent openly overt patronization. In addition, a small 
number of them perceive social action as important.



THE INDEPENDENCE OF CITIZEN 
PARTICIPATION IN THE TUCSON MODEL CITIES PROGRAM

It is difficult to assess the amount of indepen- 
d=nce achieved by resident organization's. This paper cannot 
provide a definitive assessment of their independence. It 
will examine, however, some evidence relevant to the ques­
tion.

It is hypothesized that an organizational struc­
ture wherein the Mayor and Council are the City Demonstra­
tion Agency and where the only staff available to residents 
is attached to the Mayor and Council should produce depen­
dent participants. That is, the activities and decisions 
of resident organizations will be influenced, if not con­
trolled, by people outside these organizations.

Outside direction of citizen participation is not 
essential to the structure set forth. Even when the Mayor 
and Council make final decisions, residents not only can 
differ with them but protest loudly. However, it is more 
probable that the underlying philosophy of such a structure 
the emphasis on working within the system, on the impor­
tance of reaching agreement, on the desirability of a 
highly funded, smoothly-working program - will make such 
disagreement unlikely.

CHAPTER 6
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Two kinds of evidence pertaining to two possible 

aspects of independence will be considered. One of these 
aspects is the independence of, or incongruence of resident 
attitudes. The other concerns the existence of constraints 
upon resident activities.

Congruence in attitudes among resident and other 
participants, in itself, does not indicate that control of, 
or significant influence upon, residents exists. On the 
one hand, an evident similarity in attitudes may be 
imposed by those who direct the residents. On the other 
hand, residents may simply agree with "establishment” par­
ticipants.

In the latter case, to impute outside direction in 
instances where residents behave in accordance with the 
wishes of others, would be false. Therefore, a second 
aspect of independence must be discussed. This aspect is 
the existence of constraints on resident activities. Is 
the behavior of resident organizations limited or directed 
by other participants in the program? A discussion of this 
question will follow a consideration of attitudes.

Congruence of Attitudes
Before proceeding with the analysis of the pres­

ence or absence of attitudinal congruence among partici­
pants in the Tucson Model Cities program, degrees of



non-attitudinal difference should be noted. Table 8 pro­
vides two background characteristics of program partici­
pants.
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Table 8
Selected Characteristics 

of Residents and Other Participants

Residents
Agency
Employee

Professional
Staff

Residency
Model neighborhood 
resident in the past 25 3 2
Model neighborhood 
resident now 25 0 1

Education
Less than 12 years 7 0 0
High school graduate 5 0 0
Some college 8 0 1
College graduate 2 15 17

From Table 8 it is obvious that there are at least 
two non-attitudinal differences between resident and ”estab­
lishment” participants. Very few professionals have lived 
in the Model Neighborhood and educational differences are 
large. Table 9 indicates that at least one general atti- 
tudinal difference exists as well. Residents are signif­
icantly more likely to feel alienated from the political 1

1. The alienation scale is based on a series of 
questions probing the respondent’s perception, his rela­
tions to governmental processes and institutions. The 
group efficacy scale is based on a question inquiring into 
the ways in which the respondent feels that groups can 
influence policy decisions.



2system than other participants. Furthermore, some evidence 
of resentment toward professional staff members has been 
suggested, and a similar distrust of the Mayor and Council 
is indicated in questionnaire response.
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Table 9
Political Attitudes of Participants

Attitudes Residents
Agency
Employees

Professional
Staff

Non-alienation 1.9 3.7 3.9
Group efficacy 7-5 7.3 7.0

In Making Federalism Work, Sundquist argues that 
differences in the attitudes and priorities of residents 
and other participants arise from the types of differences 
suggested in Table 2. He suggests that "Model Neighborhood 
Organizations are bound to bring to the surface the abeyant

3antagonism between slum dwellers and the power structure." 
Indeed, it seems apparent that some attitudinal differences 
and antagonisms will arise from the social, economic and 
cultural gaps separating participants.

Although attitudinal differences would thus appear 
to be natural, theoretical notions suggest the possibility 
of congruence. These notions, however, are based on the

2. On the other hand, they score almost identi­
cally with other groups on a scale measuring belief in 
group efficacy. This is probably an indication of their 
faith in Model Cities.

3. Sundquist, Making Federalism Work, p. 98.
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assumption of some influence from outside the naturally 
variant group.

Co-optation, for instance, might minimize differ­
ences in attitude between resident and non-resident. Resi­
dents views may change as they are incorporated into, and 
attempt to solidify positions within, the power structure. 
This change is more likely to occur in a program in which 
the relevant power structure has a moderate or conserva­
tive outlook. Similarly, 'congruities in attitude might 
exist because the prevailing philosophy welcomes and makes 
comfortable a certain type of participant.

Both co-optation and pre-selection, if they exist, 
can act as limitations on the independence of resident 
activity. No imputation of control or non-control of 
activity, however, will be drawn from the presence or 
absence of attitude congruence.^

The attitudes of residents participating on the
Model Neighborhood Council have been discussed and found

5to be moderate when placed on a "militance" continuum. 
Tables 10-14 indicate that resident views are similar to

4. The best evidence of control would lie in 
observations of the application of influence. The author 
has not been in a position to observe directly such appli­
cations but will discuss the possibility of their exis­
tence in the next section.

5. See Chapter



Table 10
Goals of Citizen Participation3-

Goals
Resi­
dents*3 Staff0

Study Group 
Council^

Mayor/
Council6

To define needs for
the staff 8 6 6 3

To increase politi-
cal awareness 1 5 3 0

To organize residents 3 2 2 0
To improve resident

skills 3 1 1 1
To build trust 4 1 0 0
X2 f 4-4 5.2 2.6

Number responding 19 15 12 4
aBuilding leadership has been dropped as less than 4 per­
cent chose this option. This emission has been made to 
enhance the validity of the chi-square statistic by remov­
ing empty cells.
^One resident supplied his own answer.
QTwo staff members supplied their own answer.
^Three SGC members supplied their own answer. 
e0ne Council member supplied his own answer.f*The chi-square statistic at the foot of the column is an 
indication of the significance if the difference between 
the group representated in that column and the residents.
The chi-square which indicates significance at the 5 per­
cent level for this table is 9*49*

The validity of the chi-square is questionable 
because of the small number of respondents in many cells. 
Dixon and Massey suggest that for the statistic to be mean­
ingful, expected frequencies must be greater than zero, and 
at least 20 percent of the actual frequencies must be 
greater than $. The latter requirement does not exist uni­
formly in this study because of small sample size. Where 
possible tables have been collapsed to increase cell fre­
quency. However, most tables are deficient and the statis­
tic must be regarded, at best, a rough approximation. Wilfrid 
Dixon and Frank Massey, Jr., Introduction to Statistical 
Analysis, 3rd ed., [New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
i W j ,  p. 238.



those of "establishment" participants. In only one case 
did the chi-square reveal a meaningful difference between 
resident and non-resident views on the objectives and tasks 
of citizen participation.

It is apparent that the distributions in Table 10 
are generally similar. Most respondents thought that the 
definition of needs was the most important goal of citizen 
participation, although substantial minorities of staff and 
agency representatives saw increasing political awareness 
as an objective. Interestingly, residents rejected this 
idea, perhaps because of a lack of faith in the political 
system.

Tables 11-13 pertain to the nature, size and even­
tual role of residents in policy-making. A majority of 
respondents in all groups thought the role of the resident 
organizations was to participate in planning, rather than 
to organize residents.

Responses concerning the post-Model Cities role of 
residents in local policy-making, on the other hand, were 
more varied. There is some difference, although again it 
is not significant, in perceptions of eventual role.
Agency representatives and Councilman, it can be seen, were 
not enthusiastic about residents serving on governing boards 
and thought residents could better participate in decision­
making in other ways. The CDA professional staff, on the 
other hand, largely agreed with residents.
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Table 11
Role of Resident Organizations

Rolea Residents
Staff
(Prof.)

Agency
Reps.

Mayor/
Council

Participate in 
planning 8 15 13 4

Participate in hiring 2 1 0 0
Organize Residents 3 2 2 1
Chi-square^ 1.9 3.3 1.0
^Evaluation and Working with Agencies have been dropped in 
calculating X2 as less than k percent selected these.
^The X2 which is significant at the 5 percent level for two 
degrees of freedom is 5.99.

Table 12
Eventual Role of Residents in Local Policy-Making

Eventual Role3, Residents^
Staff 
(Prof.)

Agency
Reps.

Mayor/
Council

To serve on governing 
boards 7 7 2 0

To react as clients 5 3 3 2
To participate as 

pressure groups 4 5 2 2
To advise as employees 1 1 4 0
Chi-squarec .58 1.9 3.1
^Advisory Boards has been dropped in calculating X2 as 
only 5 percent chose this answer.
^Three residents supplied their own answers. c 2The X which is significant at the 5 percent level for 
three degrees of freedom is 7*81.

Table 13
Size of Resident Role

Role should beta Residents
Staff
(Prof.)

Agency
Reps."

Mayor/
Council"

Same 2 3 5 1
Larger 16 12 9 3Dominant 6 1 0 0
Chi—square0 2.9 7.1 2.0
One oil each group supplied his own answer. 
cThe Jr which is significant at the 5 percent level for two
degrees.

is
of freedom is 5-99.



The tables also reveal that many respondents thought 
the resident role in the Model Cities program should be 
larger. The Study Group Council, however, deviated signi­
ficantly from residents on the size of role; several mem­
bers thought it should remain the same and none believed it 
should be dominant.

Only residents demonstrated a substantial propor­
tion [26 percent] in favor of giving residents final 
authority. The fact that this 26 percent existed - although 
the differences in distribution are not significant - is 
interesting in itself. It was hypothesized that the view 
of citizen participation which this choice represents would
be discouraged by the organizational structure of the local

6program.
Also interesting is the fact that most "establish­

ment" participants thought conflict useful, while residents 
felt it undesirable [again, however, the differences are not 
great]. Earlier it was suggested that approval of conflict, 
would accompany a "militant" view of citizen participation, 
and that this view was most likely to be held by residents. 
Table 14 reveals the opposite. That is, more residents 
feel conflict undesirable than useful, whereas over 50 
percent of the professional staff regard conflict as func­
tional. Responses to other questions, however, do not 
suggest that "establishment" participants are "militant".

6. See Chapter 5•



Instead it would seem that they are simply articulating the 
social science position which nowadays stresses the posi­
tive aspects of conflict.

Table 14
Perceptions of Conflict

Conflict is Residents
Staff
(Prof.)

Agency
Reps.

Mayor/
Council

Useful 6 12 7 3
Undesirable 8 4 6 1
Neither 4 2 2 0
Chi-squarea 4.0 1.7 2.6

aThe which is significant at the 5 percent level 
for two degrees of freedom is 5*99*

Some comparisons of attitudes are available only
for pairs of participant types. These involve perceptions 
held by various groups of one anothers' abilities and sym­
pathies. Table 15 precents the findings. The table 
reveals that, except for some resident suspicion of the
Mayor and Council, the various participant groups seem quite

7satisfied with one another.
Non-resident and resident attitudes, as expected, 

are quite moderate. Moreover, there are no large differ­
ences in viewpoints among groups. Little emphasis is placed 
on the importance of organizing residents for action, whereas
the contribution of ideas to the planning process is viewed/
as the major avenue for resident impact. Most Model City 
participants thought the resident role should be larger,

7. See Chapter 5.
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Table 15
Participant Attitudes Toward One Another

Attitudes Residents
Staff
(Prof.)

Agency
Reps.

Mayor/
Council

Staff Support of Citizen 
Participation

Exists 14 15
Does not exist 4 2
Unknown 2 0
Number responding 20 17
Agency Representatives are:
Extremely helpful 2
Helpful 19
Less than helpful 1
Number responding 22
Resident Impact on Agencies
Favorable 9
Mixed 3
Unfavorable 0
Number responding 12
Mayor/Council are Sym­

pathetic to Participation
Yes 10 5
No 2 0
Unknown 11 0
Number responding 23 ' '5
Citizen Participation has 

Helped the City
Yes 5
No 0
Number responding 5



but not dominant. Many staff members as well as residents 
felt that citizens would be competent to serve on agency 
governing boards in a few years. Advisory boards, which 
often denote tokenism, were solidly rejected as points for 
resident influence. These findings clearly demonstrate that 
the attitudes of resident and "establishment” participants 
toward citizen participation are similar and moderate.

Some Speculations on the 
Application of Influence

When participating groups within an organization 
share the same kinds of attitudes, the application of influ­
ence upon one another becomes increasingly less necessary. 
However, when dissenting resident participants - those who 
stress organizing for action and who believe residents should 
have program control - have some influence, they must be 
prodded occasionally. Also the normal differences of opin­
ion, despite overall agreement, may make necessary some 
direction if resident decisions are to be satisfactory.

In the Tucson Model Cities program several groups are 
in a position to apply influence over resident participation. 
These include agency representatives, the Mayor and Council, 
and the CDA staff. Any one of the three might, on occasion, • 
wish to influence the decisions of resident organizations.

Agency Representatives
In the present organizational structure agency rep­

resentatives are not in a position to exert much influence



on resident behavior and decisions. For one, the central 
deliberating bodies of the two groups [e.g., the Study 
Group Council and the Model Neighborhood Council] meet 
separately on most occasions leaving little opportunity for 
the patronization and professional domination which might 
be expected in face-to-face encounters. For another, 
residents have numerical majorities both in the Conference 
Committee, if disagreement should be taken there for settle­
ment, and in joint sessions.

Most importantly agency representatives do not 
appear greatly interested in acting on policy within the

norganization.7 In Tucson’s current implementation phase,
agencies, of necessity, must be involved in the Model Cities
process. Nevertheless, although agency representatives may
work closely with CDA staff, they do not appear too eager to
impose their will at the level of resident participation.i
Nor do they appear to be particularly enthusiastic about par­
ticipation on the Study Group Council.

8. Task Forces, on the other hand, are combined 
groups and it is true that agency ideas may prevail here. How­
ever, the Model Neighborhood Council must accept these ideas.

9. Roland Warren found that in the planning stage of 
nine cities he studied, agencies held back from full parti­
cipation. "Model Cities First Round: Politics, Planning and 
Participation," Journal of the American Institute of Planners, 
XXXV [July, 1969JV P. 246.

10. At the one joint meeting of residents and agency 
representatives which the author attended, the residents were 
quite aggressive and clearly dominated the proceedings. It 
was reported to the author by a CDA staff member, and by a 
resident present at the meeting, that agency representatives 
usually let the residents "have their way".



The Mayor and Council
The relationship between the Mayor and Council and

residents is more complicated. There is no question as to
superiority, for all legal authority rests with the Mayor
and Council. Nevertheless, what Melvin Mogolof calls the
"adversary relationship",̂  in which residents and city
hall each have the right to block one another, could exist.
Roland Warren also has suggested that this veto power, and
the ability of residents to extract concessions from city
hall in response to hard pressed demands, are important

12indications of citizen independence.
As we have seen earlier, local resident partici-

13pants are not inclined to make this type of demand. Their 
stance, their agreement with other participants, and the 
consensual nature of the program all run counter to such an 
approach. Residents are clearly not given veto power except 
through their participation in public elections. Nonethe­
less, neither have the Mayor and Council pressed major 11

11. Mogolof, "Coalition to Adversary," p. 231.
12. Warren, "Model Cities First Round," p. 247•
13. See Chapter 5•
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demands on the residents. They do occasionally reject resi­
dent requests largely on the ground of fiscal necessity.

The general receptivity of the Mayor and Council 
to resident views may be attributed to a kind of "ideolog­
ical majority" on the Council.1'5 And, when measured against 
costs, the benefits accruing to the city from the program 
are such that an "ideological majority" is well justified.1^

The "ideological majority" supports most programs 
coming to it through the Model Cities planning process. The 
benefits derived from these programs may account for the 
infrequent overt pressure applied by the Council to the 
resident organizations. Another reason for this state of 
affairs is that the Mayor and Council, like agency represen­
tatives, are not totally involved in the Model Cities process.

14« Policy Board minutes reveal no hard fought 
public battles on controversial issues, nor do minutes of the 
joint meetings of the Policy Board and the Mayor and Council. 
One controversial issue was pressed before the Policy Board 
was implemented. That issue seems to have faded temporarily 
rather than ending in a decision.

15* This term was suggested by Ruben Mendez, 
administrative assistant to the Neighborhood Coordinator.
It indicates simply that a majority of the Council, at pre­
sent, supports the local Model Cities concept.

16. The cost to the city of the Model Cities pro­
gram is marginal. The total local contribution in fiscal 
1970 was $564>000 of which $433>000 was in kind. Local 
matching funds equaled 1$$ of the Model Cities grant, while 
federal matching funds were 315$* Thus, the city draws, at 
very little cost, $12,968,000 which may be used to assuage 
the discontent of a potentially troublesome portion of the 
population. City of Tucson, Department of Community Develop­
ment, Model Cities Division, Reallocation and Reprogramming: 
Submission Number 1 [Tucson, .February, 1971J, p. 34V
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The program is but one of their many concerns and their 
contact with residents has been minimal. Moreover, the 
Mayor and Council are unlikely to have the time or the 
information necessary to attempt to exert much influence on 
resident behavior. Therefore, the application of influence, 
if there by any, must be exercised by the CDA staff.

The CDA Staff
The CDA staff first organized the residents and, 

in doing so, brought to prominence many resident leaders.
CDA staff trains the resident and provides him the techni­
cal skill necessary to participate in planning and evalua­
tion. Furthermore, CDA staff direct the meetings of the 
Task Forces, advising them on budget necessities, feasibility, 
and the intricacies of comprehensive planning, all of which 
turn Task Force recommendations into workable programs. The 
staff in many instances acts .as a communications link 
between the residents and the Mayor and Council. Only the 
staff is cognizant of the legal restrictions, budget require­
ments, agency attitudes, and the myriad other details which 
must be understood before a plan can be drawn up and imple­
mented.

The Model Cities emphasis on planning clearly gives 
the staff many special resources. Technical skills and 
programming expertise are at a premium. Residents, with­
out good technical assistance, are unable to participate
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17except by recommending priorities. Potential participants, 

more interested in action than an abstract planning process, 
often drift away leaving decisions to a smaller group.

From these observations it is clear that the staff 
is in a position to exert considerable influence on the 
decision-making activities and outputs of the resident plan­
ning process. However, the potential for staff influence 
on outputs from the Model Cities decision-making structure 
does not indicate in itself a restriction of the indepen­
dence of resident organizations. A discussion of potential 
influence does suggest, however, at least three ways in 
which restrictions might be imposed.

The most important restriction would be through the 
limiting of technical information available to residents. 
Unless such information is objective, exhaustive, available 
on request, and comprehensible to the layman, resident 
organizations cannot participate with complete independence 
in the planning process.

Another way in which the independence of resident 
organizations may be affected is by giving the staff the role 
of communications link between residents and other partici­
pants. The local staff, for instance, to a much greater

17• See Blumenthal, "The Bureaucracy," p. 140, 
Mogolof, "Coalition to Adversary", p. 237» and Warren,
"Model Cities First Round", p. 247.

IS. See Altshuler, Community Control, p. 126, and 
Robert A. Aleshire, "Planning and Citizen Participation: 
Costs, Benefits, and Approaches," Urban Affairs Quarterly,
V [June, 1970], pp. 369-93. •



degree than other participants, perceive conflict between 
residents and the Mayor and Council [see Table 16]. More­
over, a solid majority of the staff feels that in cases of 
conflict it is their duty to effect a compromise. Under 
such circumstances, the moderation of resident views likely 
to be effected in the transmission process could easily con­
strict resident expression.
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Table 16
Perceptions of Resident-City Hall Conflict

Conflict: Residents
Staff 
(Prof.)

Mayor/
Council

Exists 9 13 1
Does not exist 10 3 3
Don't know 6 2 1

The third constriction of resident independence 
might be associated with an emphasis on efficiency and speed 
in the planning process. Nondirected, democratic procedures 
are not amenable to such efficiency and, therefore, could 
be compromised.

This study will not examine each of these avenues 
for potential influence, but instead explores some readily 
observable evidence relevant to the discussion.

Staff attitudes expressed in the questionnaire, 
while not favoring the "militant stance", did respect and 
support the citizen participation structure. For instance, 
75 percent of the staff members thought citizens should have 
a larger role in planning and evaluation [see Table 13].
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Moreover, 82 percent of the staff believed that their 
fellow staff members fully supported citizen participation 
[see Table 15]. Nevertheless, the general feeling that 
all must cooperate for the good of the program, that some 
staff direction of effort is essential for competent plan­
ning submissions, and that publicity and internal wrangling 
are to be avoided tends to counter these expressions.

Resident independence of central staff direction 
is suggested by the ability of residents to obtain train­
ing and technical assistance from sources other than CDA 
staff. Apparently, funding to engage a separate planning 
staff is not available to residents of the local Model

IQNeighborhood. 7 Moreover, as mentioned earlier, a Train­
ing and Technical Assistance [T and TA] Program, funded by
0E0, was dropped after being evaluated critically by a

20University of Arizona sociologist. Residents were left, 
therefore, with little independent, resident-directed, 
technical assistance.

The minutes of Model Neighborhood Council meet­
ings also reveal evidence about resident independence.

19. Roland Warren suggests that one indication of 
the growth of resident strength is "the amount of funding 
available to various Model Neighborhood boards to engage 
planning staff". Warren, "Model Cities First Round," p. 247.

20. The evaluation team was headed by Gary Buck. 
Evaluation was made in May 1970. It is difficult to 
determine whether the militant philosophy underlying the 
grant, or the poor administration of it by a succession of 
directors, was the more important factor in its cancella­tion.



Initially these meetings were quite openly directed by the
staff. In a short time, however, residents took charge
of the meetings, calling on staff to give reports, and

22occasionally treating them with hostility. The Neigh­
borhood Coordinator and the CDA Director were invited to 
sit with the Council and act as advisors, or arbitrators. 
Moreover, the Neighborhood Coordinator and his assistant 
seemed to have a large role in setting the.agenda for 
meetings. Nevertheless, by the spring of 1971> residents 
were ostensibly in control of their meetings.

Model Neighborhood Council meetings did not pro­
vide a forum for program initiation. Not only was time 
wasted debating the nature of parliamentary procedures, 
but residents concerned themselves largely with hiring and
payment, relationships with other groups, and increasingly

23with program review. J
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21. Clearly this was a necessity in an organiza­
tion pulled together from the outside, and directed toward 
goals which few within the organization understood.

22. Only the staff director and the citizen par­
ticipation component of the staff were immune to this 
hostility in the spring of 1971.

^Rrinstance, the minutes of the second half of 
1970 revealed that lo percent of the items mentioned con­
cerned hiring and payment, 18 percent program review, and 
20 percent relations with agencies. Other matters of 
concern were dispersed. Although coding was not done for 
the spring of 1971, the program review function was 
clearly growing in emphasis.



The program review function of the Model Neighbor­
hood Council has been labelled by some, including a former 
director of the 0E0 T and TA grant, as little more than 
rubber stamping. He and others spoke of proposals held 
back until the day of the meeting at which they were to 
be considered, and of "deals" made between staff and resi­
dent leaders.

This study's charge that meetings were dominated 
by a handful of residents, with others in attendance 
exhibiting little knowledge of the matters under discussion, 
has been challenged with the counter-statement that democ-

piracy is seldom built on full knowledge. ^ During the 
research period resident sophistication did grow and 
broaden perceptibly. A few young, potential leaders began 
to speak out. Reportedly, the "second year action plan" 
met with several challenges. Unfortunately the challenges 
came too late to be analyzed.

The author attended a series of meetings held to 
determine how surplus funds from the first action year 
were to be reallocated. These meetings were dominated by 
two men, both of whom appeared to understand the intrica­
cies of the programs submitted, while it was moot how much 
other participants understood.

24. Fred Acosta, March 10, 1971 interview.
25.. Challenges recorded in minutes of the Model 

Neighborhood Council concerned resident participation in 
budgeting, staff participation in resident decision­
making, and various program changes.
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At the first Model Neighborhood Council meeting 

considering these proposals, voting to establish priori­
ties was done by secret ballot. Decisions at the second 
meeting, held jointly with the Study Group Council, were 
made openly. Some complicated maneuvering was clearly
present here, the object of which seemed to be to gain

26acceptance for two capital grants. The grant proposals, 
which appeared to some to fall within the city’s sphere 
of responsibility, had received a mixed reception in ear­
lier meetings. The staff director clearly supported the 
outcome of this maneuvering, while the sponsorship of the 
maneuver was unclear.

These few examples leave unanswered several ques­
tions. Obviously they emphasize the need to examine 
transactions other than public meetings if one is to 
explain the behavior which occurs there. Information on 
lobbying and negotiating which transpires out of the pub­
lic eye is essential to the perception, understanding, 
and tracing of influence.

One overt incident which did reveal an area of 
staff influence concerned the Model Cities newspaper, 
Changing Tucson. This paper was established under the 
auspices of the 0E0 T and TA grant. Its sponsors claimed 
that it was founded because ”[t]he people have been

26. These grants comprised almost half the 
monies to be expended.



promised a voice in planning any decisions made about the
Model Cities area. This paper is dedicated to making

27damn sure that promise is kept." ' Subsequently, several 
letters critical of the existing form of citizen parti­
cipation were published, as were articles criticizing 
public and private agencies.

When the T and TA grant expired the newspaper 
came under the influence of the Citizen Participation 
Component. It was relabelled a newsletter and functioned 
to provide information on Model Cities programs. Strict 
editorial supervision was technically required. However, 
the young editor, who believed controversy stimulated 
interest in Model Cities, was retained.

The censorship regulations were ignored for the 
first few months, but the new policy on content was main­
tained. In February 1971, however, a story was printed 
highly critical of an experimental education program [not 
Model Cities sponsored]. Immediately the editor was 
fired and letters of apology sent to the city and the 
school system. An elaborate editorial review policy was 
established calling not only for approval by a resident 
committee, but by two staff members. The Director main­
tained that the editor was "playing games" which

27. Changing Tucson. I [February 1970].
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jeopardized the cooperation of the school district and
28that such foolhardy behavior could not be tolerated.

In this one case, at least, independent expression was 
sacrificed to the "competent program".

Summary
The hypothesis was made in Chapter 1 that the 

organizational structure of the Model Cities program, 
and in particular the shared staff, would constrain the 
attitudes and behavior of resident organizations. No 
causality has been established in this chapter, nor indeed 
has constraint been proven.

It was indicated in the first section of this 
chapter that resident attitudes toward citizen partici­
pation are quite similar to those of the professional 
staff, agency representatives, and the Mayor and Council. 
Because of the cultural, economic, and social differences 
separating residents from the other groups, these con- 
gruities are surprising. The best explanation for them 
may be influence applied by "establishment" participants 
upon resident organizations through cooptation and pre­
selection of participants.

28. Model Neighborhood Council meeting attended 
by the author on March 22, 1971.



Less can be said concerning the conjecture that 
resident activities would be actively constrained the non­
resident participants. Clearly the group most able to 
apply influence is the professional staff. The evidence 
presented concerning staff direction of citizen partici­
pants is both sketchy and equivocal.

Clearly resident organizations do not have the 
autonomy Sundquist claims necessary for a durable program. 
Many channels for staff incluence exist, and this influ­
ence has been exerted at least once. Apparently there is 
widespread agreement that a good program cannot be pro­
duced without staff direction over the activities of 
outputs of resident participation in the planning pro­
cess - and that such a program is the ultimate goal. 
Resident attitudes are amenable to some staff direction, 
although specific staff members are openly resented. 
Finally the evidence strongly suggests that in order to 
understand the complicated and subtle patterns of influ­
ence the researcher must go beyond the public situations 
surveyed here.
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CHAPTER 7

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

It was suggested in Chapter 1 that the organi­
zational structure and the "competent program" philosophy 
of the Tucson Model Cities program would affect the 
character of citizen participation in the program. Spe­
cifically, participation would be limited, moderate in 
stance, and dependent. Causality, such as is suggested 
here, could not be established without careful compara­
tive study. Nevertheless it would be interesting to 
review the structural characteristics of the program in 
the light of the aforementioned hypothesis. Subsequently 
the findings on the characteristics of citizen partici­
pation will be reviewed.

The organizational structure of the local pro­
gram is interesting in that the resident is given 
nominally a great deal of access to Model Cities deci­
sions, while at the same time the authoritative role of 
the mayor is extraordinarily apparent.̂  In Tucson,

1. While legal resident control is impossible 
in many cities, de facto resident control over the CDA 
does exist in cities such as Oakland and Cambridge.
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although residents may aspire to more influence, the pro­
gram clearly leaves little room for the militant. Thus, 
the organizational structure influences both the type of 
people who participate and their attitudes and objectives.

The location of the CDA within city hall strongly
affects program orientation. A city hall-based CDA
results in an emphasis on the "competent program" rather

2than on the "competent community". City hall is 
unlikely to foster a program stressing the value of out­
spoken dissent and the ability of the poor to effect 
change through social action. A constraint on the poten­
tial independence and aggressiveness of resident organi­
zations is likely to result from this program emphasis.

The sharing of staff within a city-hall oriented 
structure may also have a moderating effect on resident 
demands as they are articulated within the decision­
making machinery. A fulltime professional staff which acts 
as a fulcrum within a complex decision-making structure 
is likely to gain a great deal of influence over partici­
pants simply by virtue of its comprehensive view and

3total involvement.

2. See this paper, Chapter 4«
3. This was suggested in a telephone conversa­

tion with Councilman Robert Royal, May 2, 1971.
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The lines of influence which are suggested by 

the author to flow from structure to citizen participa­
tion are plausible. Certainly local arrangements would 
be antithetical to the vociferous, strongly influential 
form of citizen participation which exists in some cities. 
What do the findings suggest about the character of citi­
zen participation in Tucson?

Chapter 5 revealed that relatively few residents 
participate in the program. Especially minimal is par­
ticipation in the selection of representatives to 
decision-making councils. Leadership on these councils 
is confined to a small group. Moreover, while delegates 
to the Council are fairly representative, their leaders 
are not. Finally, the views of delegates to the Model 
Neighborhood Council concerning citizen participation are 
moderate.

In Chapter 6 is was found that resident attitudes 
concerning their roles in the program were similar to 
those of nonresident participants. This congruity in 
attitude was surprising unless explained by "establish­
ment" influence on resident attitudes. Some possible 
lines of "establishment" influence on resident activities
were also discussed in Chapter 6. No findings on/
restriction of action were presented however.

In summary, the Tucson citizen participation pro­
gram, while healthy in some respects, is limited and



noncontroversial in character. This, of course, has been 
widely true within Community Action Programs despite a 
philosophical stance allowing for a militant, social- 
action philosophy. Nonetheless it is likely that local 
structure and philosophy in the Model Cities program have 
made this moderation inevitable.

A moderate form of citizen participation, while 
obviously a disappointment to those who hoped that parti­
cipation would give the poor social power in a lopsided 
pluralistic structure, is not a failure. Clearly some 
leadership has been developed in Tucson. Those few who 
participate, particularly those who participate actively, 
learn a great deal about the workings of the established 
political and bureaucratic systems. A few of them learn 
to move easily, if somewhat conspicuously within these 
systems. A new arena of influence is opened for poten­
tial minority leaders who in the past had little oppor­
tunity for entry into the political system.

If the emerging leaders are not representative of 
the poor, they are at least more representative than the 
middle-class Anglos they join in policy-making arenas.
And it is not unimportant that some of the views of the 
residents have been communicated to city hall and that a 
network of programs is being implemented in accordance 
with these views.
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The character of citizen participation in Tucson 
may change. Citizen participation in Tucson and other 
cities may well expand if the resources to be gleaned from 
participation increase. The author indicated earlier that 
local power stakes were somewhat limited by structure and 
that action was slow to emerge from planning.^ As pro­
grams are fully implemented and hiring is accelerated 
even more, it is possible that, despite the conservative
structure, leadership in the Model Cities program will

5become a more valuable prize.
On the other hand, uncertainty concerning the pro­

gram's future and particularly pessimism about its fund­
ing may mitigate the growth in interest. The events of 
the next few months in Tucson and Washington will be 
critical in determining the ultimate character of citizen 
participation in Tucson's Model Cities program.

The findings derived from this case study of the 
Tucson Model Cities program are equivocal. Moreover, the 
limits of time and the too often constrictive nature of 
the research design have produced lacunae in both the 
depth and extensiveness of the study. Many points too 
briefly expored in this study demand more thorough anal­
ysis. In particular further research might best be 
directed at the constraints on resident independence

4» . See Chapter 5*
5. This may in fact be happening as full opera­

tion gets underway.
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imposed by bureaucratic participants. In order to ascer­
tain that such constraints exist, a study carefully 
tracing applications of influence on particular issues 
would be useful.

Much greater use should be made of systematic, 
in-depth interviews. A sufficient supply of manpower [or 
time] should produce valuable information. Moreover, any 
further surveys conducted in the Model Neighborhood should 
be administered door to door, and supplemented by an inter­
view. The skepticism and survey-weariness of the residents 
makes it particularly important that those conducting the 
survey appear sympathetic. Furthermore, it is essential 
that the questionnaire be carefully pretested. Comments 
made to the author by residents indicated that these 
measures could greatly increase the validity of survey 
findings.

The most useful outcome of the case study often 
awaits its comparison with similar case studies. A great 
deal more could be stated about the characteristics of 
the Tucson Model Cities program if comparable features • 
in other programs were known. Therefore, further research 
along these lines in other cities would be useful.
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