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Two main controversies—over territorial grounding and over the range
of functions—have divided theoretical research on community into jour
main research traditions. Each of these is discussed in terms of its development, contributions, and inadequacies. Other controversies—over participatory democracy, over local autonomy, and over the role of physical design—are examined in relation to efforts to construct communities.

Trying to study community i.s like trying to scoop up jello with your
fingers. You can get hold of some, but there's always more slipping away
from you. When we talk about community research, we can—and often
do—refer to material on community organizing, action, and planning as
well as more traditional research on interaction patterns, institutions,
norms, and roles within phenomena characterized as communities.
Not only is the range of subject matter broad but it is also divided into
differing camps, whose debates with one another continue heatedly and
underlie much of the research being done. But the jello analogy holds
in this sense too, because in the process of debate the controversial issues
have become mixed together in a gelatinous mess of hypotheses, research,
and value judgments. It is difficult, then, to differentiate these issues, and to
see what positive and negative implications do in fact derive from em•I especially want to thank Andrew Effrat for his valuable substantive and stylistic
criticisms of earlier drafts of this paper as well as for his most substantial assistance in
the editing of this collection. I also want to thank William Michelson, Barry Wellman,
Gail Regan, Ray Pahl, Joe Feagin, and Chuck Tilly for their useful critical comments on
earlier drafts.
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phasis on one or another point of view. In this paper, however, I shall try
to do just that.
I have divided this paper into three main parts. The first part deals
with the two main theoretical issues of contention, and the four major
research traditions based on different positions vis-^-vis these issues. Towards the end of this section, 1 suggest a way of pulling these positions
together conceptually. The second section explains how the organization
of the book is based on this way of integrating these different approaches.
I also indicate how the perspectives of the authors in this book relate to the
major controversies. The third section moves from a focus on theoretical
research to a consideration of the literature on efforts to plan for and build
community. The controversies in this literature are of a somewhat different
sort (though no less heated), and I have attempted to present the main
arguments on each side.
Conceptions of Community
The term "community" is frequently invoked in tones of profundity by
ideologues (social scientists as well as "laypersons") from the far left to
the far right. Like motherhood and apple pie, it is considered synonymous
with virtue and desirability. Indeed, much of the problem in identifying
the various definitions lies in separating the content of the conception
from the value-laden imagery of warmth and camaraderie attached to it
in many cases.
However, there do seem to be at least three main conceptions among
North Americans and Britons which, though similar in some ways, can in
fact be distinguished from one another. BrieBy, these conceptions can be
categorized as follows: (1) community as solidarity institutions, (2) community as "primary" interaction, and (3) community as institutionally
distinct groups. Each of these conceptions has been used as the basis for
more than one theoretical approach. Let me elaborate briefly on them.
(1) Community as Solidarity institutions. In this usage, community
refers to those spheres or institutions of society whose function is to produce solidarity. Institutions in this sense comprise specific spheres of behavior characterized by particular norms and roles. Communal institutions
would be those in which the legitimate forms of behavior tend to engender warm feelings of closeness and belonging. The family, ethnic
groupings, voluntary organizations of various kinds, and residential groups
are all examples of such institutions.
This conception involves a focus on the normative. In other words,
scholars attempt to characterize the rules and roles common to all communal institutions, rather than-as in (3)—looking at the institutional and
social structure of a grouping of people called a community. Communal
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institutions are seen as the potential integrators of today's society (see,
e.g., Parsons 1966:10), whether the integration is based on aflBrmation of
the status quo (see, e.g., Effrat 1970) or revolutionary activity. For example, Selma James (1972: 6-7) sees these institutions as the ones where
women can gain revolutionary consciousness and where their actions can
have revolutionary impact, because their roles in these institutions are
given greater priority than are their roles in the economic or political
structure.
(2) Community as Primary Interaction. In this conception, it is not
the institutional context and the complex of processes associated with it
that define community but rather the nature of the interaction among
people, and the existence of close relationships among them. Thus, community here refers to interpersonal interaction characterized by informal,
primary relationships. Both the relationships and their content are relevant
objects of study. Bell and Newby (1971: 24), for instance, point out that
while Toennies's original explanation of Gemeinschaft* "included the local
community, [it] also went beyond i t . . . it referred to social bonds . . .
characterized by emotional cohesion, depth, continuity and fullness."
In a similar vein, Minar and Greer (1969: 331) suggest that
Commimity is then an aspect of the way men relate to one another, the
away beyond the coerced and the necessary, the "functional requisites."
primary dimension of Imman interaction, that aspect which goes far and

Wellman (1968) looks at the nature of people's primary ties and their supportiveness as influencing the manner in which they cope with emotional
stress.
(3) Community as Institutionally Distinct Groups. In this conception,
a commimity is a group of people who share a range of institutions (economic, political, social) on the basis of their belonging to some familiar
social category (e.g., as defined by ethnicity, occupation, life style, or
residential location). Thus the focus here is partly on institutions, but not
simply communal institutions. Rather, community refers to a segment of
the population who tend to interact with one another in overlapping
friendship networks, to share similar interests and outlook, and to participate in common institutions. For example, we hear reference made to
the "freak community," the "Jet Set," the "community of scholars," the
"Ghinese community." This use of the term "community' is particularly
common in the study of racial and ethnic relations and of social deviance,
and implies research on the social organization, "consciousness of kind,"
etc., of such groupings of persons. For example, Kramer and Leventman
(1961) have examined the Jews of a midwestem city in terms of their
values, styles of life, voluntary organizations and interaction patterns.
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One frequently used basis for membership in such a group is residential
location. People who live in the same neighborhood, area, or city are
considered to be part of the same community. The relevant territorial
area is itself often referred to as "the community." This use of the word
community causes considerable confusion, but it is also perhaps the one
usually intended in the term "community studies." This conception (and
the resultant confusion) has emerged largely from urban and rural sociology and social anthropology. Thus, for example, of the ninety-four
definitions from the literature of these fields examined by Hillery (1955),
seventy-three included area as one of the major defining characteristics of
a community.
These, then, are the three main ways of conceptualizing community.
All of the definitions share an emphasis on the informality and solidarity
engendered by relationships and/or social organization. This is in agreement with Hillery's finding (1955: 118) that, after area, the two most
commonly included components in definitions of community were common
ties and social interaction.
Focusing on these three conceptions, however, does represent a somewhat North American and sociological bias. Some British social anthropologists, for example, have conceived of community in terms of concern
with processes of social exchange, social control and reciprocity.
The Foci of Theoretical Debate and Major Research Traditions
Two issues emerge which, more than any others, have consumed a
great deal of the intellectual energy expended in theoretical debate over
the problem. These issues are (1) whether community involves many different functions, or only a few; and (2) whether community must be
grounded in a particular, delimited place, or whether it can exist among
people who are territorially dispersed.
At first sight, these issues might not seem a sufficient basis for serious,
ongoing debate. Each, however, has important and different implications
about when and whether people can be considered alienated or isolated
from personalized support, what kinds of behavior people can expect from
fellow community members, the relation between shared facilities and
interaction, etc. Below I shall get into these and other implications more
deeply.
The two focal issues in the study of community yield a fourfold division
of approaches to community based on the possibility of two positions with
respect to each issue. These four major research traditions are represented
in Table 1. The methodologies and theories falling within any one box of
the table may differ, but those within a box do tend to work in the same
general direction, to support the same main points, and to find similar
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empirical phenomena worth investigating. Let us, then, examine each of
these research traditions in terms of its assumptions, historical development, contributions, and inadequacies.

Table 1

Community: The Four Major Research Traditions
Number of Functions Piovided by the Community

Necessary

Many

Few

1. The Compleat Territorial
Community
a. Holistic examination of
villages, small towns, even '
cities
b Research on municipal power
structures

II. The Community of Limited
Liability
a Studies of small-scale
neighborhood and the process
of neighboring
b Holistic studies of largerscale urban subareas
c. Social area analysis

Territorial Grounding
Not
Necessary

III. Community as Society
a. Research on minority groups
(ethnic, deviant, sexual)
b. Research on commoninterest groups (occupational.
professional, life style)

IV. Personal Community
a. Research on communal
institutions
b. Studies of voluntary
organization membership
and participation
c Social network analysis

A word of caution, however, at the outset: none of these positions is the
"right" one. The differences among them are differences in the basic
definition of the problem for research. Thus, some of the controversies
among them are empirically unresolvable. On the other hand, some of the
conflicts concerning research problems generated by these approaches can
be investigated empirically. A good example is the question, "Do communities decline in importance with urbanization?"
(I) The Compleat Territorial Community
The main assumption of most of the research of this type is that small
towns, villages, etc., constitute communities that can be considered "mini"
social systems. In these places, everyone knows everyone else at least by
sight, and social relations are informal. In other words, it is assumed that
the residents comprise a community that is a relatively self-contained
social environment supplying its members with a wide range of services.
A number of theoretical approaches to be discussed below—the community as microcosm, human ecology, the rural-urban continuum, "mass
society" theory, community power analysis, and the "communal organizations" perspective—are comprehended within this research tradition. All
such studies have proceeded more or less on this assumption that "true"
communities are relatively autonomous social systems.
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(a) Community as microcosm. This approach originally grew out of
field work in social anthropology. Anthropologists would spend a year or so
in a preindustrial village gathering information on all aspects of life. In
this type of research, the tribe, the village, and the society were usually
considered coterminous with one another, with solidary relationships
existing among all members. The whole complex was classified as a tribal
community.
In the late 1920s, researchers in the United States began applying
these techniques to towns, villages, and small cities in their industrialized
society. One of the earliest and best examples of this kind of research was
the Lynds' (1929) study of Muncie Indiana. In Britain the first research
of this kind was undertaken by Americans in rural Ireland in 1932. The
project was begun by W. Lloyd Warner, and completed by Arensberg and
Kimball (Arensberg, 1939; Arensberg and Kimball, 1940). Also under the
general direction of Warner, other "landmark" American studies were
undertaken of Newburyport, Mass. (Warner and Lunt, 1941, 1942),
Natchez, Miss. (Davis, Gardner, and Gardner, 1944), and other, smaller
towns. After Arensberg and Kimball's study, there was no major study of
a British community until just before, and then after. World War II, when
research was conducted in Wales (Rees, 1950).
Research of this kind is still being done, although more frequently by
British than by American sociologists.'' Such research, like the studies of
"primitive" communities, tends to be holistic, examining social, political,
and economic organization. Often, there is the claim (whether or not it is
explicit) that the community under study represents a microcosm of the
total society or some important segment of the society.
A good example of this kind of research is Frankenberg's study in the
mid-1950s of LlansaintfiFraid Glynceiriog on the border of Wales. According to Frankenberg (1966: 86), the village
looks compact and isolated, a self-contained community in the elbow
of a steep-sided valley. There are hills of slate refuse giving the impression that it is a quarrying village. Two disused and partly ruined mills
show that once quarrying was not its only industry.

A variety of factors contribute to the segregation of the roles of the sexes
in the village, so that Frankenberg was led (1966: 92)
to suggest, with some exaggeration, but much truth, that [here quoting
Frankenberg 1957] "except for a brief period of courtship and early
marriage, there seem to be two villages, one of men and one of women
which rarely mingle." . . . Although the sexes do not mingle in public,
they do meet, and the occasions of their meetings give rise to conflict
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which adds to the interest, and paradoxically to the unity, of village
life. Women in fact form a corporate group in Glynceiriog which determines the pattern of much of social life. Uiibke the men, they share
common work prohlems and spend nearly all their time actually in the
village. They meet each other in the shops and constantly visit each
other informally for cups of tea. They discuss village affairs vk'hile sewing
and preparing equipment for social functions. When in the few mixed
committees, there is a conflict of interest, the committee often splits into
groups of the two sexes.

Frankenberg deals with a confiict which arose between men's and
women's groups over the disposal of funds of a carnival committee. The
decisions involved split the committee and, temporarily, the village, and
illustrate the way sex-role separation infiuenced the social organization of
much of village life. Resolution of the conflict by means of blaming outsiders suggests one of the means by which villagers maintain unity.
(b) Human Ecology and the '^Natural Community." Human ecology
was developed in the 1920s and 30s by sociologists at the University of
Chicago. They argued that plant and animal ecology could provide a
model for the study of human social and territorial organization. Just as
biological phenomena coexist in a habitat by finding a suitable ecological
niche, so, they argued, do different social and ethnic groups coexist in a
city by sorting themselves into different "natural communities" located in
particular districts. They applied this argument to the city of Chicago,
where they located various areas inhabited by different types of people
and proceeded to study these "natural communities."
In line with their theoretical framework, they said that they were trying
to examine how these groups of people fit into their territorial areas. In
other words, they wanted to look at the "fit" between the social and the
physical, similar to the way, for example, in which cacti "fit" desert conditions. However, although they did describe the physical appearance of the
areas defined as natural communities, they did not really relate physical to
social organization (cf. Michelson 1970, ch. 1). What they did was use
aggregate social characteristics (such as the crime rate or mental illness
rate) and characteristics of social organization (such as the life styles and
behavior patterns of residents) as descriptive of specific parts of the city.
Zorbaugh's study. The Gold Coast and the Slum (1929), and Wirth's
(1929) study of the Jewish ghetto are examples of this kind of work. For
example, Zorbaugh (1929: 46-47, 62, 63) notes that
in Chicago all that is aloof and exclusive, all that bears the mark of
I'haute socidte, is crowded along the strip of "drive" between the Drake
Hotel and Lincoln Park, or along the quiet, aristocratic streets immediately behind it. Here is the greatest concentration of wealth in Chicago.
Here live a large niunber of those who have achieved distinction in in-

THE COMMUNITY
dustry, science and the arts. Here are Chicago's most fashionable hotek
and clubs. Here live two thoasand of the six thousand persons whose
names are iir the social register of Chicago and its suburbs, and these
two thousand include in their number those who are recognized as
leaders of "society."
There is a concentration of real leadership on the Cold Coast. Not
only is there a concentration of wealth, but there is a concentration of
contributors to civic and social organizations. . . . There Is a concentration of specialized ability and achievement. . . . And a study of tbe
boards of directors and trustees of civic and social organizations of tbe
city revealed tbe fact tbat there is, as well, along tbe Cold Coast, a
concentration of active leadersbip.
. . . tbe exigencies of tbe social game demand tbat "society" live in
certain neigbborboods, attend certain finisbing scbools or universities,
belong to certain clubs, patronize certain of tbe arts, serve on tbe boards
of trustees of certain social and civic organizations, bold certain political
prejudices, and, above all, conform to a common ritual.
(c) Community and the Rural-Urban Continuum. Tbe rural-urban (or
folk-urban) continuum is essentially a more modem version of Toennies's
Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft dichotomy. Redfield introduced this continuum
with his work on the Yucatan Peninsula in Mexico, begun in the late 1920s.
With the publication of his book The Folk Culture of Yucatan in 1941,
Redfield's typology gained popularity through the late 1940s and early 50s.
In his book, he examined four different sized communities and argued that
each represented a different stage in the process of urbanization. The particular stage of urbanization in a community was reflected by the orientations of its inhabitants, its social and economic structure, and its relative
autonomy. In other words, he characterized the communities as representative of different points on a "folk-urban" continuum, in which "folk" and
"urban" society were "ideal types."
Yucatan, considered as one moves from Merida southeastward into the
forest hinterland, presents a sort of social gradient in wbicb tbe Spanish,
modem, and urban gives way to tbe Maya, arcbaic, and primitive. Tbis
volume results from a study of four communities cbosen to represent
points, not too unevenly distributed, along tbis gradient. Tbese four
are: Merida, the only large city; Dzitas, a town situated on tbe railroad;
Cban Kom, a peasant village; and Tusik, a tribal village of semi-independent Maya in Quintana Roo. . . . Dzitas, Chan Kom and Tusik are in
tbat order increasingly distant from Merida, wbere social cbange, for
Yucatan, originates and from wbicb social and political influence
emanates.
In tbe tribal village maize is not a money crop, and its value does
not respond to prices established in outside markets; in tbe peasant
village tbe reverse is true. Yet it is notable tbat in tbe latter community
maize bas both a religious and a commercial aspect: Tbe role of wealtb
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in determining status increases as one goes from the remote village
toward the city. Compared in the same order, the four communities
show increasing degrees [sic'i of individual freedom with reference to
the control of wealth and the undertaking of commercial ventures. It
is in the villages that family estates are to the greatest degree preserved. Individual ownership of land, while known everywhere, becomes usual as one approaches the city. Associated with these progressive differences in commercialization are progressive differences
among the communities with respect to the division of labor: (1) it
becomes more complex; (2) as between the sexes it becomes somewhat
less rigidly defined; (3) collective effort becomes rarer and individual
effort commoner; and (4) the discharge of special function, from being
predominantly sacred, becomes secular.
The general conclusion is that the same relative order, corresponding to their spatial order, serves to range the four communities as to the
progressively increasing or decreasing extent to which several general
social or cultural characters are present. The less isolated and more
heterogeneous societies are the more secular and individualistic and are
the more characterized by disorganization of culture. [Redfield 1941:
13—14, xvii—xviii, xx]

The use of ideal types as a theoretical technique for dealing with concrete empirical phenomena is always tricky. The ideal types and the
actuality tend to become confused and identified with one another not only
by readers but even by the scholars doing the research. The phenomena
investigated then tend to be seen as fixed, unchanging entities, forever
possessed only of the characteristics assigned to them in the typology.
This was the case with Redfield's work, and became the basis for
subsequent criticism. According to Bell and Newby (1971: 44), "This
typology . . . focuses attention on the city as a source of social change and
obscures the wide range of values and ways of life of individuals at the
folk end of the continuum (and, for that matter, the urban end). . . . Redfield, indeed, so framed his basic questions that folk societies would necessarily appear more organized than cities. His typology overlooks the
stability and success of city life...."
Reexamination of some of the same rural villages by Lewis (1951) and
Avila (1969) has indicated diverse ways of life and active responses to
new conditions rather than the homogeneous traditionalism and resistance
to change postulated by Redfield of folk society. Lewis points out that
Redfield's bias toward folk communities as a desirable way of life leads
him to omit various phenomena from consideration.
The impression given by Redfield's study of Tepoztl^n is that of a relatively homogeneous, isolated, smoothly functioning, and well-integrated
society made up of a contented and well-adjusted people. His picture of
the village has a Rousseauan quality which glosses lightly over evidence
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of violence, disruption, cruelty, disease, suffering, and maladjustment.
We are told little of poverty, economic problems, or political schisms.
Throughout his study we find an emphasis upon the cooperative and
unifying factors in Tepoztlan society. Our findings, on the other hand,
would emphasize the underlying individualism of Tepoztlan institutions
and character, the lack of cooperation, the tensions between villages
within the municipio, the schisms within the village, and the pervading
quality of fear, envy and distrust in interpersonal relations. [Lewis
1951: 428-49J

These criticisms, and those of others, have led to cotisiderable reworkitig of Redfield's utiderlying theory that urbanization destroys the
folk community. Frankenberg's more recent, and more sophisticated,
analysis (Frankenberg 1966) looks at differences in roles, role sets, and
attachment to roles, economy and division of labor, and patterns of integration and conflict, but he points out that urban areas still contain many
"rural" components, while many rural forms, such- as the neighborhood,
persist in cities. He explains (1966: 286), "For convenience, I call my
models 'rural' and 'urban,' aware that this begs many questions about the
nature of towns and cities. "Urban' might more accurately be called 'less
rural.'" Despite this awareness of the rural aspects of urban life, however,
there is much less consideration in Frankenberg's framework of the urban
aspects of rural life.
(d) "Mass Society" and the Decline of Community. "Mass society"
theory, popular in the mid-1950s and early 1960s, deals with the same
problem; i.e., what is the nature of a "community" in urban-industrial
society. Although the perspective and approach of mass society theorists
were different from Redfield's, their main hypothesis was identical: that
advanced urbanization leads to the "eclipse of community" (cf. Stein
1960). According to Komhauser (1968: 5S-59):
"Mass society" is best understood as a term denoting a model of certain
kinds of relationships that may come to dominate a society or part of a
society. . . . a "mass society" is one in which many or most of the major
institutions are organized to deal with people in the aggregate and in
which similarities between the attitudes and behavior of individuals
tend to be viewed as tnore important than differences. . .. Large-scale
activities favor the emergence of the mass because they lend to develop
at the expense of communal relations. The local community comes to
provide for fewer of its members' needs and therefore cannot maintain
their allegiance. The rural community no longer is isolated and selfsuERcient. As it becomes dependent on the city, and particularly on
national markets and organizations, the rural community loses its significance and cohesion. The city does not develop the communal life
that was formerly provided by the rural community. The individual
who migrates to the city does not enter the community as a whole, nor is
he likely to enter a subcommunity of the city. The urban subcommunity
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loses its coberence as a result of tbe increasing scale and specialization
of common activities. Instead of affiliation witb a community, tbe urban
resident frequently experiences considerable social isolation and personal anonymity.
Vidich and Bensman (1958) studied a small town in upstate New York,
They argued that tbe townspeople's self-image as an autonomous and
solidary community masked the fact of their social, political, economic,
and cultural control by the mass society through centralized control of
national organizations and the importance of decisions made by state
government. The work of mass society theorists seems to amount to an
inflation of the value of past, and a deflation of present, forms of social
organization. However, as Suttlcs (1972: 9) points out, it is very questionable whether a "golden age when the local community was supreme"
ever even existed. Mass society theorists fall into essentially the complementary error from tbat of rural-urban continuum theorists: they overemphasize the extent to which contemporary American society is like the
ideal type of "mass society" witb alienation, segmentation, separateness of
roles, and homogeneity, and underemphasize its continued pluralism and
tbe persistence and importance of "folk" or "rural" pbenomena, such as
solidary groupings of people who share similar values and styles of bebavior.
(e) Community Power. Floyd Hunter's research on Atlanta, Georgia
(Hunter 1953) essentially initiated the explicit study of community power
structures.*
Tbe primary interest bere is in discussing tbe nature of tbe exercise of
power in a selected community and as tbis community relates to tbe
larger society. . . . I shall be using tbe concept of community as a frame
of reference for an analysis of power relations. Tbis is done because of
a shong conviction tbat tbe community is a primary power center and
because it is a place in wbicb power relations can be most easily
observed.
Because of all [tbe] pbysical activity involved in moving goods and
services in tbe complex system designated as Regional City, it is obvious tbat a social order, or system, must be maintained tbere. Broadly
speaking, tbe maintenance of tbis order falls to tbe lot of almost every
man in tbe community, but tbe establishment of changes in tbe old
order falls to tbe lot of relatively few.
As I became familiar witb tbe list of forty names through tbe interviewing process, it became evident tbat certain men, even witbin the
relatively narrow range of decision leaders witb wbom I was dealing,
represented a top layer of personnel. Certain men were cbosen more
frequently tban otbers, not only in relation to wbo sbould be cbosen to
decide on a project, .. . but tbe same men interacted togetber on committees and were on tbe whole better known to eacb otber tban to tbose

12

THE COMMUNITY
outside this group. Through analyzing the mutual choices made by
those interviewed, it will be shown that there is an esprit de corps among
certain top leaders, and some of them may be said to operate on a very
high le\el of decision in the community; but this will not necessarily
mean that any one of the top leaders can be considered subordinate to
any other in the community as a whole. On specific projects one leader
may allow another to carry the ball, as a leader is said to do when he is
"out front" on a project which interests him. On the next communitywide project another may carry the ball. Each may subordinate himself
to another on a temporary basis, but such a structure of subordination
is quite fluid, and it is voluntary. [Hunter 1953: 11, 67]

Hunter's research focused specifically on key decision makers and their
interaction. Since the time of his research, the study of community power
has become an important substantive field of social research, and an arena
for debating the nature of political decision making. Scholars have concerned themselves with the formal and informal political structure, the
relations among various institutions and groups, and the pohtical outcomes
of various structures and conflicts. Research has been conducted to support
the existence of a single core elite, differentiated or specalized elites, conflicting interest groups, and dispersed democracy in various cities and
small towns characterized as communities. These conclusions have been
related to different types of research methodology as well as to differences
in the social characteristics of the places studied (cf., e.g., Hawley and
Wirt, 1968). Walton's paper in this book provides an excellent overview
of the contributions and inadequacies of this branch of research.
(f) Community as Social System. The "communal organizations" approach (cf. Hillery 1969) is the most recent perspective to deal with
communities as whole entities. Scholars using it proceed from the assumption of communities as systems and concentrate on explicitly elaborating
that assumption as the major focus of their orientation. They tend to use
the systems approach of "general systems theory" (cf. von Bertalanffy 1962)
in a fairly sophisticated way, in that they look at communities as "open
systems." This means that information and influences of various kinds
flow both into and out of the community. Thus, while the focus is on the
interrelationship and interaction of local institutions that make up the
"local social system" (cf. Stacey 1969), there is also consideration of what
Warren (1963) calls horizontal and vertical linkages. Horizontal ties are
those with other similar communities, or linkages among similar organizations. Vertical ties are influences coming from more inclusive bodies, such
as federal or provincial/state governments, or those going out to units
"below" the community, such as suburbs or satellite cities.
The study of community within this overall tradition—of seeing communities as autonomous and complete territorial units—has increased our
knowledge in a number of different ways. We have gained some under-
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Standing of the way that social stratification, political decision making,
and cultural organization operate at the local level, and of the nature
of the interaction of local institutions. We have available riehly textured
accounts of the life styles and behavior patterns of various groups of
people in different sizes and types of communities. We have some sense
of the relationship between societal context ("primitive," urban-industrial)
and the nature, or existence, of certain types of community.
Indeed, on the basis of this information, we can make fairly specific
hypotheses about the kind of social organization that is likely to exist in a
city, town, or village of a given size and economic structure within a particular societal context. In being directed toward proving that community
can exist only as a territorially grounded, institutionally complete phenomenon, the research done by social scientists within this framework has
indicated the nature of some important changes in society and illuminated
some strong forces that serve to tie people together and perpetuate certain
traditions.
However, underlying almost all of these approaches as suggested earlier,
is the hidden or not-so-hidden value position not only that this is the
only real or true kind of community but also that "folk," "rural," locally
autonomous villages enable people to live in a more desirable way than in
"urbanized" towns or cities. This bias, as was pointed out with regard to
Redfield, may focus attention on some variables to the exclusion of others.
In addition, all of these approaches suffer from three major methodological problems. The first is the general problem of field research—that
the findings are strongly afiFected by the person(s) doing the research.
The second is the question of the representativeness of the community.
The third problem relates to the implicit decisions made concerning which
issues are considered empirical questions open to investigation and which
factors are taken as given.
(1) Field Research and Investigator Bias. In field research, much of
the material gathered is impressionistic, difficult to quantify, and subject
to filtering by the researcher's own predilections before the perceived data
are recorded; different researchers also organize their material differently,
focus on different issues, etc. Moreover, each researcher's personality, sex,
ethnicity, social class, etc., give that person more access to some segments
of the population than to others, and make some pieces of information
or some interpretations seem more believable to him or her than others.
Naturally, this affects the rephcability of studies. Other researches may
study the same places and obtain quite different results. Such, for example,
was the case with Lewis's and Avila's researches on the village studied
earlier by Redfield, and Gallaher's (1961) study of "Plainville", first studied
by West (1945). With the exception of the Lynds' two studies, ten years
apart, of Muncie, community studies have suffered from an absence of the
longitudinal or historical perspective afforded by successive research done
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by the same authors. When the same community is studied by more than
one researcher, ther.e is an additional problem involving the mere fact of
the community's having been studied previously and people's reactions to
a second researcher (cf. Gallaher 1964).
(2) Representativeness of the Community. A second key methodological problem shared by all of these approaches is the question of how
representative the community is of anything else (the society as a whole,
communities of a particular kind, etc.). Warner and his associates are
perhaps the most obviously guilty of the fallacy of generalizing from the
part to the whole. They took for granted, without further investigation,
that the criteria they used for the selection of towns as "microcosms" of
American society were indeed characteristic of most American towns and
cities. Moreover, once having made the assumption that such towns would
be characterized by stability, order, and social integration, they proceeded
to look for—and, in many cases, find—just those qualities. Subsequent
critics have pointed out the existence of many elements of conflict and
change in American society that were ignored by Warner et al. (cf. Bell
and Newby 1971: 101-111).
Other researchers have been more cautious in their claims of representativeness, but often their research is misused that way by others anyway.
Moreover, by their very selection of a particular town for intensive research scholars are at least making implicit assumption that generalizations
can be made that will hold for similar social milieux elsewhere.
(3) Predefinition of the Community. The third problem of "compleat
territorial community" studies is that all theory and research involves
taking some things as given and assuming other things as problematic and
worthy of study. In selecting an area for a "community study," there is
an often unacknowledged pressure on scholars to find at least some factors
which will indicate that the persons living in that area do indeed constitute
a community. In other words, the community investigated is often such
by predefinition rather than by empirical research. By not leaving "communityness" itself completely open to investigation, researchers make it
difficult to ever completely characterize the fundamental components of
a community, and hence to clearly tell a community from a noncommunity,
other than on the basis of size.
I have devoted a considerable amount of space to discussion of this
type of community research, largely in order to compensate for the
absence of any article in this collection dealing directly with this material.
Community studies such as these have provided the background from
which, and in reaction to which, current research has developed. It is
therefore valuable to have some sense of this literature before examining
other approaches more popular in contemporary North America. These
more recent approaches, in particular the next one, have arisen as attempts
to refute the theories about the decbne of community presented above.
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(II) The Community of Limited Liability
In 1952 Morris Janowitz introduced the concept of the "community of
limited liability" (Janowitz 1952). According to Suttles (1972: 48),
Janowitz's work came at a critical juncture in the controversy over
whether or not the urban neighbourhood still existed in modem urban
society. As his work showed, the urban neighborhood was becoming a
more specialized, a more voluntaristic, and a more partial institution.
This orientation was the major response from the mid 1950s through the
1960s to the hypotheses of the first tradition. Although scholars of both
approaches would agree that urban residential areas have fewer functions, they would differ in their interpretation of this change and in the
places they select for research. Scholars of the first tradition have most
often studied villages or small towns, and then made predictions or
generalizations about the implications of trends there for cities. Scholars
in this second tradition have focused on the cities themselves, looking at
particular urban residential subareas within them.
Studies of the "limited liabihty" kind are generally middle range and
structural-functionalist. In other words, researchers examine structures of
communal solidarity and/or local institutions and suggest their functions
for the people of a particular area. They may try to determine which kinds
of people are served by various community structures. Such studies have
resulted in three main types of findings: (a) identification of variables influencing people's use of local facilities, (b) exposition of the content of
the "urban neighbor" role, and (c) description of the nature of social
organization in "neighborhood" and "district" communities.
According to various studies, stage in the life cycle, value orientations
and life style, and ethnicity and social class seem to be important characteristics affecting individuals' participation in neighborhoods and districts
(cf., e.g., Mann 1965; Suttles 1972; Merton 1957; Gans 1962'*; Michelson
1970). Similarly, the number and diversity of facilities and the aggregate
characteristics of the local population seem to be important contextual
factors (cf., e.g.. Lee 1968; Bell and Boat 1957; Bell and Force 1956; Greer
1956). Indeed, examination of local aggregate statistics (social area analysis, factorial ecology) has become a popular subfield among mathematically minded sociologists and urban geographers as a way of locating and
differentiating urban residential areas.
This type of research often faces squarely the problem of how to delimit the area that can properly be considered a neighborhood or district
(and hence an objeet of study). Local facilities, such as elementary
schools, parks, and shopping plazas, often draw their users from areas
with boundaries different from one another. Residents frequently consider a one-to-three-block area as their neighborhood, but this may vary
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considerably (cf. Keller 1968: 97-102). Some neighborhoods are clearly
defined by name and local tradition, while others may be vaguely and
loosely defined in various ways by residents. Thus, one aspect of research
has been the characterization of different levels of urban spatial areas.
Most commonly, this has been a hierarchy consisting of neighborhood
"street" community, district community (usually, though not always, a
political unit such as a ward), and the municipahty as a whole (cf., e.g.,
Jacobs 1961; Greer 1960; Suttles 1972). Much of this research on all these
aspects of residential differentiation is reviewed and critically evaluated
in Popenoe's paper in this collection.
Studies of neighbors and neighboring have suggested that it is usually
considered permissible to call on neighbors for minor assistance (e.g., use
of the telephone, borrowing of a tool) or in major emergencies, but that
people and areas vary in the extent to which neighboring is broadened to
include other forms of interaction (cf., e.g., Keller 1968; Pfeil 1968).
Neighboring patterns have often been studied in conjunction with types
of local activity, social involvement, and social organization as part of
ethnographic studies similar in field work and methodology though different in theoretical assumptions from those described in the previous
section. This research has tended to concentrate on suburbs and workingclass inner-city residential areas in or near major cities such as Boston
(e.g., Gans 1962«), London (e.g.. Young and Willmott 1957), Chicago
(e.g., Whyte 1955; Suttles 1968), New York (Gans 1967), and Toronto
(e.g., Seeley et al. 1956; Glark 1966).
A good example of this kind of research is Lorimer's (1971) study of
a "street" neighborhood in a downtown working-class district of Toronto.
In his discussion of neighboring, he comments (Lorimer and Phillips 1971:
46-47):
Often families number among their close friends one or two families
living in the neighbourhood, but in general relations amongst neighbours are of a special, rather limited type. Most people who have lived
in one neighbourhood for a year or two get to know by sight the other
people on their street, and the longer they live in the same place the
more people they become acquainted with in this way. Outside circumstances bring neighbours together on occasion; you may have to ask the
man across the street to move his car, or the two of you may go outside
simultaneously to check on some extra-rowdy kids. Usually it is not
before circumstances require it that neighbours begin talking to each
other, and when they do their conversations happen when they casually
meet each other in the street. We were on speaking terms in this way
with all but one of the long-time residents of Minster Lane after we had
been on the street for about a year; but it was not until three years later,
after I had done some canvassing for a civic election, that I came to be
on speaking terms with a number of people whom I had known by sight
for some time on the next street, St. John.
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Most people in a neighbourhood are on closer tenns than this with
two or three families, often those with children who play together or
those who are about the same age. Closer terms means longer and
friendlier conversations on the street and occasional exchanges of small
services such as taking in a parcel or keeping a key for the telephone
man coming to do repairs. Even in these circumstances, however,
neighbours often refer to each other by surnames rather than first
names. They are likely not to exchange many vLsits, mostly because
once someone becomes a regular visitor he (or she, as is usually the
case) is moving from the rather special category of neighbour into the
circle of a family's close friends. Partly because of the long-term commitment this kind of relationship usually means, partly because the
styles of social life does not involve a large or constantly expanding circle
of reasonably good friends, everyone is usually quite happy to stay on
neighbourly terms with most neighbours. Pressure is not generally felt
to convert every accessible neighbour, or every one of roughly the same
age and family circumstances, into a family friend.

Using this approach, scholars have shed light on a variety of phenomena
given much less attention by those working within the first tradition. For
instance, they have concentrated more on the relationship between the
physical and the social (e.g., what does one physical area provide that is
different from another?). Scholars have indicated how individuals perceive and use physical features to define social boundaries (cf., e.g.,
Gutman 1966; Suttles 1968). Workers in this tradition have also identified
and described forms of community and social organization within cities
rather than characterizing them as "disorganized" or organized at a "mass"
level.
However, causal explanations within this perspective have tended to
suffer from two main problems: environmental determinism and "individualization." Environmental determinism involves attributing sole importance to physical, spatial variables (e.g., the density of housing in an
area, the degree of maintenance of housing, the layout and busyness of
streets) in accounting for social behavior (e.g., the amount of crime,
juvenile delinquency, or drug use, the quality and frequency of neighborhood contact, etc.). Researches as diverse as Shaw and McKay's (1942)
investigation of delinquency rates in Chicago from 1900 to 1940 and Jane
Jacobs's (1961) consideration of urban vitality have been guilty of such
explanations. Literature emerging both from social workers' concern with
"social problems" and from urban planning/urban geography specialists
has encouraged the perpetuation of this oversimplified explanation.
Similarly, the "social problems" approach has influenced a large number of explanations which account for social behavior patterns in terms of
the individuals exhibiting that behavior. This type of explanation negleets
aspects of the social structure which foster and make rational the development of behavior considered "deviant" or "problematic." Feagin's paper in
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this book concentrates on a critical evaluation of research on community
disorganization which has largely emerged from the social problems perspective. He indicates the inadequacy of sucb individualized explanation
and points out several other problems with traditional community disorganization research.
Tbe struggle between tbis approacb and tbe previous one bas been
a fairly active one. Scholars arguing for tbe existence of "limited liability"
communities bave claimed tbat tbeir colleagues were biased against urban
society and so were unable to perceive the development of alternative
forms of social organization and community. On the otber band, the fullscale community studies people have suggested tbat tbe limited liability
community is only an anacbronism, a remnant of a once strong and full
community now in the process of disintegration. Certainly, however, the
evidence brought forth by tbe former bas more than adequately refuted
the notion of urban residents' complete isolation and disorganization.
Both of tbese traditions, however, bave emphasized that community is
a territorially bounded phenomenon in which tbe sharing of area and local
facilities bas some importance. Tbe next approacb, especially as framed by
the social network analysts, arose in direct reaction to, and criticism of,
both tbese approaches to community.

(Ill) Personal Community
Research on nonspatial community of limited function bas been conducted
under a variety of different titles and theoretical sehemas. The examination of the common characteristics of institutions which "legitimately"
(according to society's norms) provide solidarity bas been somewhat
limited to fairly abstract considerations of tbe nature of community and of
common solidarity institutions (cf., e.g., Nisbet 1966; Maybew 1971).
More concrete research has focused on tA\'o main pbenomena: (a) informal participation in voluntary organizations and interaction witb
friends, and (b) social networks. Althougb tbese two kinds of researcb
bave developed from quite different origins and constitute two quite
separate subfields, they botb deal with wbat are essentially complementary
aspects of individuals' solidary ties or "personal community" (Henry
1958). Here, the locus and existence of community are no longer predefined. Ratber, community becomes something whose existence is open
to investigation, and wbose degree may be cbaractedzed as more or less
strong. Also, community is assumed to be influenced by tbe choices of
individuals rather tban predetermined for them by tbeir home's location;
hence the relevance of tbe term personal community.
(a) Social Participation and Community. The social participation
literature is perhaps best known for its emphasis on correlating rates of
participation in voluntary organizations and interaction with friends and
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kin with various social characteristics, such as social class, sex, and age, of
large samples of people. More recently, researchers have examined how
people select, or get recruited to, various organizations, differences in
intensity and meaningfulness of involvement, and the consequences of
involvement for various kinds of social support (cf., e.g., Phillips 1969).
This literature emerged largely from a theoretical concern with alienation from, and integration into, society. It is not usually considered part of
the "community" literature. In fact, one way of interpreting the Gemeinschaft-Gesellschaft dichotomy has been as a distinction between "community" and "association," where association refers to rationally determined interaction in which people deal with one another in terms of a
single, narrow role (e.g., shopper-clerk). However, there has been some
confusion because voluntary organizations, sometimes called associations,
have been characterized by scholars of the "mass society" approach as
providing "pseufio-Gemeinschaft" (cf., e.g., Reisman 1950). However,
what kind of solidarity is, in fact, provided by membership is only beginning to be researched as scholars move away from their preoccupation
with "rates" of participation. What this literature needs is more of a focus
on the individual and on different styles of participation and structuring of
"community," as is the case in social network theory. Tomeh's paper in this
collection provides a solid overview of the existing literature in this area.
However, like most others in that field, she treats community as a territorial phenomenon. Community is, for her, an external concrete entity
which can be related to, or affected by, participation rates. She does not
deal with it as something which is in fact created by, and consists of, that
very participation.
(h) Social Network Theory and Community. Most scholars in the
social network literature, on the other hand, have treated community in
precisely the manner just indicated. They have clearly focused on the
nature of alternative, nonspatial forms of community, using a methodology
developed largely from social anthropology, where it has been used to
investigate cliques and communication structures. Social network theorists
attempt to explain how urbanites select, organize, and maintain their own
unique set of friends out of the number of social contacts potentially available to them. They also try to account for different patterns of social network structure and different uses of network members by various categories of people or by people in different societies. Craven and Wellman's
paper in this collection provides a much needed examination of much of
the burgeoning research in this area.
They point out that, contrary to many theorists of the first tradition,
most urban individuals are far from isolated from one another. The great
majority are enmeshed in networks of a least a few close friends and
several acquaintances.
However, in addition to the struggle with their territorially grounded
colleagues, scholars of this approach have also had to defend themselves
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against criticism that research within the network approach does not
account adequately for the existence of institutions that cater specifically
to members of a given network and yet have an existence separate from
the members of the network. As Craven and Wellman point out, social
network researchers have looked at the networks among various institutions, but not at the above-mentioned problem. The ways in which both
social institutions and social relationships interrelate to form a community
is one concern of the fourth tradition that we shall discuss.
(IV) Community as Society
With the exception of their disagreement about the necessity for a territorial locus, scholars of this approach have much in common with those of
the first ("compleat community") approach. Thus, they would probably
agree with Frankenberg's statement (1966: 238) that "all communities are
societies but not all societies are communities." Within the tradition of
community as society, "community" refers to segments of the population
who are differentiated from others because of their common participation
in specific institutions and their interaction with one another in friendship
and kinship relationships. Calling a group a community in this sense also
usually implies the group's consciousness of kind, a shared subculture or
set of values, and internally shared norms based upon them.
This is essentially a Weberian perspective on community. Neuwirth
(1969) points to a little-known piece by Max Weber in which he expounds
his theory of community. Weber suggests that community formation and
communal relationships result from competition for economic, political,
or social interests. Communities exist among persons sharing similar social
status, ethnicity, or other characteristics. Although "communities are defined in terms of the solidarity shared by their members" (Neuwirth 1969:
149), they use this as a basis for the pursuit of rational, instrumental ends.
Weber argues that communities, once formed, attempt to achieve "closure"
(i.e., monopolization of economic, pohtical, and/or social advantages).
To obtain it, community members may form voluntary associations or
other kinds of formal social organizations.
Most of the research on communities within this tradition comes from
a variety of branches of social research other than urban studies, unlike
all of the other research discussed up to this point except for social participation research. There has been considerable research to indicate that
ethnic and racial groups do indeed constitute communities of this kind
(cf. e.g., Kramer 1970; Breton 1964). Other research has begun to adopt
a similar approach with regard to groups having a common life style [e.g.,
the "cosmopolites" discussed by Gans (1962)], occupational and professional groups (cf., e.g., Coode 1957), age and sex groups, deviants, the
disabled, and intellectuals. Indeed, research on these last five groups.
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togetber witb researcb on ethnic and racial groups, seems to be coming
togetber witbin a similar conceptualization, using tbe term "minority
group" (cf., e.g., Abu-Laban and Abu-Laban 1973; Sagarin 1971).
Research by scholars of this approach has in some cases been picked
up by urban sociologists who agree tbat tbere can he "community without
propinquity" (Webber 1963) and tbat tbe loss of function for territorial
communities is not tbe same as tbe loss of "community" in the society (cf.,
e.g. Minar and Greer 1969). In general, however, tbis type of researcb bas
not been brougbt fully into tbe fray of tbe debates in urban studies, even
tbougb it bears very directly on many of tbe problems introduced in tbe
clasb.
BRINGING IT ALL TOGETHER:
TOWARDS A UNIFIED SOCIOLOGY OF COMMUNITY
In putting forth their approach as tbe only right one, some scbolars in eacb
of tbese traditions make the assumption that sometbing either is or isn't a
community exclusively according to tbeir criteria. Tbus, for example, if it
isn't territorially grounded, it isn't a community; or if it doe.sn't deal witb
institutions, it isn't a community. Yet, as we bave seen, opposing approacbes can eacb provide valuable—and complementary—information
on wbat constitutes a community.
Tbus it seems to me mucb more fruitful to conceive of community as
a "multidimensional ordinal variable." Tbis phrase implies several things:
(a) that commimity is a txiriable. Tbis means tbat tbings are communities
not by predefinition, but ratber by empirical investigation.
(b) tbat it is an ordinal variable. Tbis means tbat instead of saying sometbing eitber is a community or it isn't, we can talk about tbe degree
to which sometbing is a community. "Ordinal" indicates tbat we can
bave more or less "communityness" in any given situation.
(c) that it is a multidimensional variable. Tbis means tbat tbere are
several factors which go into making something more or less of a
community, and tbat it is posible to be "more" of a community with
respect to some factors and "less" witb respect to otbers. Wbat is,
of course, needed is some way of ranking tbese factors to indicate
which ones must be present to at least a minimum degree in order to
call a collection of people a community.
This kind of conception seems to me to cut across tbese four kinds of
research traditions and to provide a basis for the development of a fairly
general theory of community. Using this conception, it becomes possible
to plug in tbe researcb generated under each tradition as being relevant
when one or anotber factor is present to a greater or lesser degree. For
example, we can hypothesize:
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(1) that to the extent that membership in an institutionally complete community of densely knit networks also involves residence in a particular
locality, community members are more likely to take effective instrumental action related to their location than are persons whose residential location is associated with a community of limited liability.
(2) that competition among community groups for closure (i.e., a
monopoly of social, political, and economic benefits) is mediated to
the extent that urbanites are members of "multiple communities" (as
discussed in the article by Craven and Wellman).
(3) that there is a tension between, on the one hand, the tendancy for ties
to become diffuse rather than specific, for communities to develop
common institutions and attempt closure, and for community members to want to live near one another, and, on the other hand, the
tendency for urban residents to be involved in several "hmited
liability" communities, for specific and different functions; that resolution of this tension towards the former may be related to negative
social evaluation of the category on which community membership is
based or to the need for collective instrumental action in the absence
of alternative ways of getting certain services; and that resolution of
this tension towards the latter may be related to the degree of perceived social mobility in the society or to the extent to which societal
services are provided in an individualized way (see, for example,
Pahl's paper in this collection).
This type of approach assumes the potential simultaneous existence of
all levels of communityness in a society. It enables researchers to look for
factors that facilitate or inhibit community formation, development, and
decline or those that effect changes in the relative importance of various
characteristics (e.g., common location) of communities existing within a
society. It also focuses attention on the relationship among the various
internal components of communities, such as informal social ties, voluntary
organizations, political structuring, etc. It was with this conception of integration in mind that I organized this collection, even though the material
in it is drawn almost exclusively from research that is considered part of
urban studies.
ORGANIZATION OF THIS COLLECTION
The first section of this book deals with what I have called the "analytic
components of commimity." These are at least some of the factors that
seem to me to deserve inclusion among the multiple dimensions making up
community. They are: (1) social characteristics of the people involved
(including their spatial clustering or dispersion), (2) interpersonal relationships, (3) organizational involvement, (4) social organization and

APPROACHES TO COMMUNITY

23

institutional structure, and (5) political organization and institutions.*
Each of these has been discussed in a separate article, and the authors of
these articles themselves exemplify the different research traditions and
the way that they can be applied in dealing with specific substantive problems related to the phenomena listed above.
David Popcnoe is a scholar of the 'limited liability community" tradition. His piece on residential differentiation focuses on the kinds of such
communities that exist, the processes that affect a city's division into them,
and the kinds of people who benefit most from them.
Craven and Wellman are obviously proponents of the "personal community" approach. They suggest ways of expanding knowledge through
the potentialities of network analysis in clear distinction to more traditional perspectives. As pointed out earlier, Tomeh considers community
as a "compleat territorial unit" even though she is dealing with phenomena which can themselves be seen as important contributors to community. Her paper brings out the broad range of information available in
the social participation literature, and suggests one way of integrating it
further with community research.
Feagin explicitly straddles the first and second approaches, since, as he
acknowledges, the literature he deals with varies in its reference. His
focus on patterns of social organization (of migrants, in disaster situations,
in slums and ghettos, and in situations of collective violence) implies,
however, a fairly high degree of sharing of common institutions, so that he
leans toward the first approach. Walton comes down fairly emphatically
as dealing with multifunctional territorial communities. Although he
combines his agreement with such definitions with approval of Suttles's
(1972) conception of community as a process of social differentiation, he
suggests that Suttles underemphasizes the local autonomy of communities.
Walton orients his discussion around three key dimensions—competition,
interdependence, and competition-control—that aff^t the operation of
the political process in American communities (i.e., urban areas and subareas ).
The second section of the book looks at urbanization, which, as was
surely apparent from my long discussion of the first research tradition, has
often been associated with theories dealing with changes in, or the decline
of, community. Tilly focuses on community within the perspective of the
first approach, and outlines the forces which lead to localities (taken as
predefined communities: villages, towns) acting together to achieve instrumental goals. Pahl, on the other hand, conceives of community in a way
that fits within the second tradition: as a locality-grounded collectivity
based on solidarity. He suggests that the likelihood that urban migrants
will form communities rather than instrumental—or no—collectivities is
influenced by the social organization of the cities to which they migrate.
The third section of the book deals with the ways in which communities have been planned for, and how inadequate knowledge of the several
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analytic components has led to problems and failures of various kinds.
"Gommxmity" in "community planning" almost always refers to territorial
community. Susskind deals with the planning of new towns and satellite
cities; Mott, with efforts to solve some of tlie problems of central cities
and inner-city residential areas; and Kanter, with attempts to establish
communes. All three point to the importance of social organizational
factors in increasing the likelihood that plans will materialize and communities survive as desired.

BUILDING COMMUNITY
In this last section, I shall discuss several controversies that have become
important subjects of debate in planning for community. The most active
controversies seem to revolve around (1) the viability of "participatory
democracy": the scope and value of citizen participation; (2) the range
of functions to be included in a community; and (3) the importance of
physical design factors in promoting development of the desired kind of
community.
It seems pertinent to remark, first, on the relatively infrequent use that
is made of the knowledge available from the various researches discussed
earlier in the paper. Certainly, each of the debates I shall discuss could
benefit from some of the existing research. The existing situation is largely
the fault of academics, whose information dissemination system (even
within the profession) leaves much to be desired. The existing research is
so diverse in approach and is located in such a wide range of social science
literature that it is difficult to "get it together" either physically or conceptually. Also, it is often phrased in language that is hard for non
academics to understand. The assumption that the knowledge of academics, when transmitted to students, will eventually find its way to
existing community groups or lead to the development of others eonstitutes, at best, an indirect and chancy approach. Where knowledge is
made available to non academics, it is usually to administrators and
planners who can understand the language, and seldom to citizens'
groups. As discussed by Lynd (1939) and others, this is a problem that all
social scientists must acknowledge and face.
(1) The Viability of "Participatory Democracy." The phrase "participatory democracy" is one that is associated with radical or at least
reformist politics. Certainly, people who move to the country to establish
communes (particularly today, but usually in the past as well) have included a conception of egalitarian participation in the running of the
commune as part of their ideology. Similarly, urban residential groups
advocating community control of local facilities such as schools and organizing ratepayers' associations to press for things like zoning favorable to
them are attempting to implement a degree of participatory democracy;
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they can be viewed as relatively powerless citizens seeking to exercise a
strong voice in decision making. By tbe same token, city planners of existing or new areas who open themselves up to inputs of information from,
and involvement in tbe planning process by, current or potential residents
of tbe area can be seen as participatory democracy advocates.
Tbe above groups share a belief in tbe involvement of all relevant
groups in the decision-making process, and differ in tbe degree of direct
participation that they espouse. Tbe opposing point of view or practice is
represented by tbose few communes where a single charismatic leader
makes all decisions by "social work" organizations whicb attempt to "help"
residents of a local area by providing them witb services in an individualized and segmentalized way, and by the majority of city planners, wbo
feel that tbeir superior knowledge enables them to know better tban anyone else how communities ought to be developed or redeveloped. As Alinsky (1970: 217) commented, "This kind of planner or urban renewal expert
is best exemplified by a prominent midwestem oflBcial in the generalfieldof
housing and planning wbo refused to meet with representatives of a broad,
bona fide community organization with, 'I am not going to waste my time
meeting with a bunch of ignorant slobs and field hands.'"
The various advocates of participatory democracy point to tbe advantages of participation for building self-confidence and expertise among
persons wbo may not previously bave bad access to power. They argue
tbat participation encourages commitment, decreases alienation, and supports tbe development of community in tbe form of solidary ties wbicb can
be activated for instrumental action (see, for example. Head 1971).'
Of course, it is tbe instrumental actions attempted and results obtained
tbat are in many ways the most important outcomes envisioned from
participatory democracy. For example, Eugster (1970) outlines her experiences as a field educator in a poor black area surrounded by wealthy
suburbs. She describes bow she encouraged involvement by area residents
in developing and sustaining various educational projects run and controlled by tbe community (an adult education series of lectures, a "home
study" program of tutoring school children and teens). This experience
of participatory democracy stimulated tbe development of a politically
oriented citizens* action group wbicb began pressing for, and obtaining,
otber benefits and facilities for tbe community (including sucb basic ones
as garbage removal service).
Participatory democracy advocates also point to tbe negative outcomes
of current organizational structures that do not involve participation by all
residents. Head (1971: 22) notes that "the concerns of citizens' participation groups represent and reflect tbe fact that, to a significant extent, community agencies and organizations, presumably organized for tbe purpose
of meeting tbe needs of local citizens, have largely failed in achieving that
goal." In many cities, the decisions of planning boards and local govern-
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ments support the interests of businessmen (e.g. contractors and developers) to the disadvantage of many urban residents (e.g., small landowners and renters).
Kanter points out in her article in this book that communes controlled
by a single charismatic leader can be pushed by him or her towards
violence or other harmful behavior. R. E. Pahl suggests in his paper that
the individualized delivery of social services inhibits the development of
groups capable of instrumental collective action; Paul Mott argues that
segmentation by government agencies at various levels as well as by
voluntary organizations of various kinds prevents the soltition of community problems that require a holistic approach. Susskind's paper points
to the failures of new towns planned without the involvement of future
residents, and suggests ways by which such participation can be implemented.
On the other hand, participatory democracy, given the present economic system, can tend to perpetuate the status quo, as is indicated by
Repo (1972). She argues that middle-class neighborhoods will have more
clout and show more expertise in getting money out of municipal governments than poorer neighborhoods. Within economically heterogeneous
areas, middle-class people, with their greater verbal skills and experience
in handling meetings and manipulating situations, will gain control, and
may well press for facilities or changes that are contrary to the interests
of working-class people in the neighborhood.
This criticism, however, imderemphasizes the negative sanctions available to poor community groups (e.g., riots, violence) who have essentially
little to lose by such action, and the consequent impact that active citizens'
groups of poor people can have. In addition, analysis of action by local
citizens' groups is relevant only to situations of redevelopment of existing
areas. Where community planning refers (as it often does) to unsettled
territory, there is no way for community organizers to mobilize potential
residents (at least no one has tried it), and there is no one living there to
object to various aspects of the plan.
(2) Planned Communities—Autonomous or Dependent? Most planners of "new towns," suburbs, and satellite cities as well as the organizers
of some kinds of communes operate on the assumption that the greater the
autonomy of the unit, the more desirable a place it will be to live in.« They
also assume that such autonomy is attainable.
Lawrence Susskind points out in his paper that the impossibility of
local autonomy has led to problems for new towns whose residents work
elsewhere, whose industries employ people who live elsewhere, and whose
facilities and population size are inadequate to satisfy the often cosmopolitan tastes of their residents. On the other hand, Kanter indicates that
economically independent communes can be very impressive successes,
even though the majority of contemporary North American communes are
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not economically autonomous and even though many communes attempting to establish economic self-sufficiency have been unable to survive.
Communes with a common industry usually operate it so that jobs are
rotated and/or work is done in groups, so that the work not only supports
the eommune but also has spiritual and social meaning as unalienated
labor and as enhancement of solidarity and commitment. Nevertheless,
even such communes must sell their products, purchase other things, and
have various other forms of contact with nearby towns.
It is, of course, questionable whether small-scale autonomy is desirable.
Certainly, in reference to the previous issue, it would make participatory
democracy, more relevant, since no decisions taken elsewhere would
affect the community. On the other hand, not only is this impossible in
contemporary urban-industrial society but local autonomy also means
isolation from many of the benefits of urban life. As Craven and Wellman
point out, only large cities can sustain a variety of special-interest groups.
Similarly, cultural facilities, extensive sports facilities, etc., can usually
only be supported by a large population concentrated in a city.
(3) The Importance of Physical Design Factors. The last issue of
debate is most relevant for community planning and organizing related to
redevelopment of neighborhoods or districts or establishment of new
towns or satellite cities. The fallacy of environmental determinism has
repeatedly been made by urban planners. Their training has, until recently, concentrated on the development of well-designed, eflBcient plans
of the physical environment (cf. e.g., Gutman 1968; Gans 1968), which
has supported this one-sided approach.
Many of the designs of new towns, suburbs, and satellite cities conceived and executed by urban planners in North America and Britain have
been based on some version of the neighborhood unit idea. As first conceived by Ebenezer Howard in 1898, this plan involved dividing up new
towns into several neighborhoods of about 5000 persons each, with each
neighborhood located around an elementary school (Howard 1902). It
was often expected that single-family and row housing, open green space,
and pleasantly designed buildings would help to remedy the social problems of the urban poor who were to be moved into sections of such towns,
and would encourage the development of solidary relations among neighbors.
Obviously, such expectations were doomed to failure. People brought
their social values and behavior patterns with them; only those middleclass persons who were previously sociable with their neighbors or wanted
to become so were hkely to do so in the new setting. Working-class persons
transplanted from dense urban neighborhoods were often unhappy or
adapted to the new environment in ways not expected by the planners,
such as by isolating themselves at home with their nuclear families (cf., for
example. Young and Willmott's [1957] research on East End working-
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class Londoners who moved to a,new suburban housing estate).
On the other hand, the physical design of new towns has had some
effects quite different from those which the planner intended. For example,
Susskind suggests that planners' separation of residential areas by housing
type and cost has perpetuated the traditional social-class structure. Moreover, the type of facilities included (e.g., restaurants but not pubs or night
clubs, neighborhood focus around primary school) means that familyoriented middle-class adults with young children will be the ones most
likely to be happy there. Working-class persons, single persons, retired
persons, and families with teenagers are all likely to encounter problems
when living in environments planned in this way.
NOTES
'Toennies's book Gemeinschaft and Geselhchaft was published in 1887. The
dichotomy coined there has been a powerful influence on sociology ever since.
"Gemeinschaft" refers to social situations of intimate relationships in which social status
is ascribed, roles are diffuse, and styles of doing things are traditional. It is usually
translated as "community." "Cesellschaft" is the opposite of Gemeinschaft. It refers to
social situations of large-scale impersonal relation.ships in which social status is
achieved, roles are specific, and styles of doing things are open to change and experimentation. "Gesellschaft" is usually translated as "society," sometimes as "association."
'A good overview of much of the research done in Britain is provided in Communities in Britain (Frankenberg, 1966). Bell and Newby (1971) also provide a solid critical examination of major examples of such research in the United States, Canada,
Britain, and Europe.
"There had been research from a generalist perspective that included it as part of
the examination of all aspects of local social organization, as in the work of the Lynds,
Warner et al., etc. These were important antecedents.
'What is clearly missing is a discussion of communal economic organizations and
institutions. Indeed, this kind of research occurs more frequently in anthropological
than in sociological studies, perhaps because of the nature of economic organization in
urban-industrial society and the norms separating economic institutions from solidarity.
Nevertheless, given the pressures toward community closure in an economic sense, they
deserve inclusion.
'Strategies of Community Organization, edited by P. M. Cox et al. (1970), is a
good collection of articles outlining various approaches for implementing participatory
democracy and describing specific experiences and techniques.
•This is similar to the underlying bias of rural-urban continuum and mass society
theorists.
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