MODULE 10: BRINGING IN THE STATE
Introduction

Inevitably the state has been an important part of the background for our discussions so far. How, apart from the state and its various agencies – governments, government departments – could the idea of ‘policy’ possibly make sense? Likewise in talking about the preconditions for various shifts in the politics of local economic development we had recourse to discussions of changes in the state and in its policies; recall, for example, the importance of the growth of the state in initiating the conditions for conflict around the geographic division of labor – the growth of state employment to be distributed across different localities, for instance. More locally we have also talked about the way in which state rules like the assignment of land use regulation power to local government has affected the politics of neighborhood as well as the way in which changes in the rules governing schools annexation affected the calculations of developers in the Columbus metropolitan area.

But all this has been ‘background’. We now need to bring the state forward and examine local politics more explicitly in terms of the difference the state makes. For a start there is a need to view local politics in terms of the structure of the state. We have made reference at numerous points in the Modules to the importance of the powers and responsibilities accruing to local governments. But we also need to recognize that these are not set in stone. They get contested, as indeed they did in the case of the Columbus schools annexation issue. Nor is simply a matter of the powers and responsibilities of more local branches of the state like municipalities and the counties. The powers and responsibilities of more central branches of the state are also important. The politics of local economic development cannot be explained purely in terms of the bottom-up initiatives of local governments and local growth coalitions. There are also what might be called the top down policies of the central state, whether these are intended or otherwise.

We need, therefore, to view local politics in terms of a structure of the state which is always subject to transformation, always an object of conflict in terms of (e.g.) how voting should be organized (at large or ward, for example), which powers and responsibilities should be those of the local branches of the state (should it be the case, for instance, that school districts raise even some, let alone most, of the money they spend, or should raising the money be a State
 responsibility?). This is a structure, moreover, which is not necessarily the same elsewhere in the advanced capitalist world. There are differences in the politics of local and economic development between the US and Western Europe and the peculiarities of the American state figure into an understanding of those differences.

The Module is divided into three parts. In the first I look at the state as a context for local politics and what it means for it to be regarded as a context. In the second I examine the structure of the American state, particularly in its geographic aspects, and its (seeming) implications for the peculiarities of the American politics of local economic development. Finally I will examine two examples of how the structure of the state is contested and the implications of the outcome of that contestation for local politics.

The State as Context for Local Politics

1. The Territorial Structure of the State

States have structures. There are certain repeated forms and connections between those forms that define a state structure. Every state has these forms though their concrete expression varies from one state to another: from the German to the British case, from the South African to the Canadian. There are three state mandated forms which, along with their interrelations, define the state:

i. Every state has an internal organization. The state has its own division of labor. There are different branches: a legislative, an executive, a judicial branch, for example. The executive branch is broken down further into different Departments: the Treasury, Defense, Social Security, etc. Departments may themselves be subdivided into different agencies. The Department of the Interior in the US includes various ‘bureaux’ like the Bureau of Land Management in charge of managing federal land and the Bureau of Reclamation in charge of big irrigation projects (very important from the standpoint of growth coalitions in the Western States!). 

ii. Every state has forms through which it receives inputs or ‘demands’ from society. Every state has to be sensitive to popular demands and in the Western democracies these are commonly organized through periodic and competitive elections. There may be other ways in which people get represented, however, as through interest groups with which government departments consult. In its deliberations over a new city plan, for example, a city’s planning department would almost invariably consult with residents’ groups and with developers.

iii. Finally there are the various forms in which the state intervenes in society – the various forms of its outputs, that is. In the Western democracies over the last thirty or so years, for example, there have been major tussles over the degree to which the state should intervene through the market or through its own institutions alone. In providing housing for the poor, for example, one can conceive of one approach in which the state has its own building organization and then acts as landlord. On the other hand, the state might also provide for the housing needs of the poor through subsidizing rents paid to private landlords. In education there have been proposals to introduce a stronger ‘market’ element in provision. In the case of school vouchers, for example, parents would receive a voucher which could be cashed in for schooling of their children at any public or private school within a particular area. The idea, of course, is to introduce a greater element of choice for parents, as well as to impose competitive pressures on the schools themselves in order to improve their performance. But the important point here is the way in which state interventions can be more or less commodified; drawing on market forces in their implementation. This is not the only way in which one can differentiate outputs, however; there are also debates about the degree to which they should be means-tested or universally available.

Now the interesting thing is that each of these particular aspects of state structure has some territorial expression. For example:

i. Inputs: You may recall our discussion in Module 5 regarding the various ways in which municipal elections can be organized. One can conceive of elections from wards in which each councilor is elected by the residents of a geographic area to represent their interests on city council; or one can have ‘at large’ elections in which voters throughout the city select names from a list: if there are six councilors to be elected and twenty candidates, then each voter selects six names and those six gaining the most votes are elected. Clearly one of these methods is more sensitive to geographic differences of interest than the other. Other distinctions to consider here are:

a. Again in terms of electoral organization: ‘first past the post’ vs. proportional representation.

b. The degree to which there are regularized channels for inputs from resident groups. The city of Columbus has what are called ‘area commissions’ which are supposed to provide for this purpose and their establishment arguably increased the legitimacy of citizen demands with city council. 

ii. Organization: Every state has a territorial organization. An important aspect of this is its scale division of labor: the way in which different powers and responsibilities are allocated to more central vs more local branches as well as to more intermediate branches like provinces or, in the American case, the States. There are often important differences between different states in these regards. The British state is quite different from the American one, for example. Municipalities in Britain, like their American counterparts, have considerable control over local land use regulation but they are also limited by central government ‘guidance’ and by central government powers of intervention than American municipalities.
 One can also imagine differences in the balance of powers between local and central branches with respect to other functions. Does the state purposely intervene in the funding of education in order to achieve a high degree of equality in spending per pupil between school districts, for example, as it does in Britain? Or is it that local school districts have to depend, for the most part, on locally generated revenues, as they do in the US?

iii. Outputs: A variety of government policies are spatially targeted. They differentiate areas one from another, according some, or the people in them, regulatory protections or subsidies, perhaps, not available elsewhere. Examples would include:

a. Land use zoning;

b. The Green Belts common in Western Europe;

c. Enterprise zones: relatively small, usually in areas of high unemployment, where tax and regulatory incentives are provided for investors in employment creating activity; 

d. Depressed areas: again it has been common in Western Europe for central governments to define certain areas of persistently high unemployment as eligible for various incentives to inward investors – so much per job created, for example. These incentives are not available outside the ‘depressed’ areas.

e. Education priority areas: Areas, typically within inner cities, eligible for increased government investment in facilities, teacher salaries, in an effort to improve relatively low achievement scores.

f. In Britain some public service workers, like teachers, police and firemen, are eligible for pay increments if they work in London and the Southeast where living costs are particularly elevated.

As one might infer from the notes on these various areally-targeted policies, they are used much more in Western Europe than in the US. In some cases this is because market forces are impeded from doing their work as a result of national pay agreements and nationally mandated benefits. Without these national norms, then areas of unemployment would be attractive to employers since the market-determined wage would be so much lower. The same would apply if benefits were determined at smaller geographic scales, as to some degree they are in the US as a result of the role the States play in welfare provision. As a result of the latter, therefore, one can have a competition for inward investment that is not possible in the Western European countries. Those that want the employment will, according to this logic, simply forgo the benefits that they might otherwise demand. So the presence or otherwise of areally-targeted policies has to do in part with the greater decentralization of state powers and responsibilities in the US. This also affects the degree to which area-specific policies are actually enforced. In the US land use zoning designations are, in practice, much more labile than in the British case, simply because local governments are in competition with one another to a degree uncommon on the other side of the Atlantic. And they reason they aren’t in competition with each other there is because they are so much less reliant on locally generated revenues.

2.The Changing Relationship of the State to Society
A common idea, and one with a good deal of purchase on reality, is that of the nineteenth century ‘minimal’ or ‘umpire’ state. This was a state that had limited powers and responsibilities and one whose claims on social resources – labor, savings, output – were very limited. Today, of course, the picture is very different. States are now major claimants on society’s resources, particularly subsequent to the expansion of the welfare state after WWII and the growth of military into a permanent ‘peace time’ presence. The reasons for the growth of the state are complex and we will not explore them here. Rather what I want to draw attention to are the implications of this growth for the state’s territorial structure. 

For while the state’s powers and responsibilities have grown, and so too, therefore, has its employment and revenue needs, regulatory powers and revenue raising have been disproportionately concentrated at more central levels: so at the State level rather than at the local level; and at the federal level rather than at the State level. The federal government, like all central branches of the state, is the revenue raiser par excellence. This is for thoroughly geographic reasons. While a tax payer can avoid any particularly onerous tax that a State imposes by moving to another State, movement to another country in order to avoid, say, a steeply progressive tax at the federal level is much less likely. Central levels of the state are the organs of macro-economic policy and responsible for most welfare provision (though in the US that responsibility is shared with the States). Central levels of the state are also responsible, inter alia, for major transportation arteries, university education, energy policy, housing policy.

What is then left to local government is actually not very much. There are two major areas of provision typically reserved for local governments:

i. Land use regulation / planning: Drawing up land use plans and enforcing land use designations, as in zoning, is a major local responsibility, though there are varying degrees of central government oversight. Oversight in the US, any central guidance, is weak compared to that in the West European countries, for example.

ii. Collective consumption: The state provides certain things which we consume together and we consume them locally. Children are educated together in the same local schools, we draw upon the same local police and fire service, we travel on the same public transport system, we rely on the same regulations governing the maintenance of public health and many of the highways we travel (like the local street system) are ones that we share but not with people from outside our particular locality. Note again, however, that while provision is typically through some local government – municipality, school district, mosquito control district, local public health authority – the payment for these services may come, at least in part, from more central levels of the state, largely because of their superior money-raising capacities.

These residual functions, along with responsibility for generating local government revenue, have created the preconditions for what we termed earlier ‘the two worlds of local economic development’: one focused on positions in wider geographic divisions of labor and the other on positions within a metropolitan area’s geographic division of consumption. Neither of these makes any sense without the ability to regulate land use. And the second of them, likewise, depends for its meaningfulness on local control of education.

3.Implications
There are at least two implications of this concentration of power at the center. The first is that more central branches of the state often find it in their interests to do things that, unintendedly or not, have important ramifications for local economic development and its politics. The low density, suburbanizing form given to US urban development is a case in point. This particular form is the outcome of a peculiar juxtaposition of events which, as Walker and Large, and also Whitt, indicate (Readings) has acquired a momentum, economic and political, which is hard to reverse.

An important foundation for this particular form was US housing policy, starting in the ‘thirties. The early ‘thirties, at least, were a period of high unemployment and one of the theories circulating at the time was that the severe and prolonged business recession was a result of a failure of effective demand. People weren’t buying things. Once they did, then business would start booming again. This diagnosis led to a number of policy initiatives designed to put purchasing power into the economy. These included price supports in agriculture, mandatory collective bargaining over wages, minimum wage legislation and a vastly improved social security system. But there were also important initiatives in housing. Homeownership had always enjoyed federal tax advantages: tax deductibility of mortgage interest payments and of local property tax payments. Until the ‘thirties, however, few had been able to take advantage of these since mortgages were short term – typically two or three years – and high interest. The introduction of federal insurance (to the lender) of home mortgage loans unblocked the money spigot. Repayment periods were extended to twenty, then twenty five and then thirty years and interest rates came down. This greatly increased the market for owner occupied homes.

It also helped stoke the fires of suburbanization. Developers wanted to build for this expanding market and, given land assembly constraints, the easiest sites on which to build were greenfield ones on the edge of the city. The rules governing federal insurance also facilitated this since they favored new housing over old. Given lower land prices on the edge of the city, those purchasing homes were encouraged to buy larger lots and hence to developers to build at lower density. But a separate condition for this emergent form entered in at this stage: the automobile. The expansion of auto ownership also fueled the developing low density suburban form of growth and gave it an extra impetus that would make it difficult to reverse.

Low housing densities and auto ownership fed off each other. Low residential densities meant it was hard to serve people’s mobility needs through mass transit. The numbers of people looking for bus service along particular routes would be lower than under more dense residential conditions and this made it harder for the bus companies, public or otherwise, to meet the traffic threshold which would assure their profitability. So the density of routes was reduced and this encouraged people, particularly the growing army of suburbanites, to buy cars. Increasing car ownership further reduced the market for mass transit, so mass transit further contracted, even more people felt the need to buy a car, and so on.

Meanwhile, as a result of the peripheral development on the city and the emergence of speculative builders catering to the demand, demand for inner city housing shifted away from the higher income to those who, for whatever reason
, could not afford to live in the suburbs. So they  moved into places like Bagley instead and this put pressure on people in the inner suburbs – like Bagley – to more further out, buy a car, whether they wanted to or not!

Low density urban development has proven a huge source of demand in the American economy: beyond the wildest dreams of New Deal planners. It entails not just a continual demand for housing of ever newer, ever more expensive dimensions
, so giving a fillip to further peripheral expansion; rather, just think of the huge demand for automobiles, gasoline and mortgage finance that it has spawned. Major capitalist interests have equally major stakes in seeing the perpetuation of this particular form of urban development. The gasoline companies will inevitably oppose any move that might reduce dependence on the automobile, as Allen Whitt’s article in the second volume of the Readings indicates. Low gasoline taxes – extraordinarily low by West European standards – work in the same direction. And while a case can be made for reducing the federal tax incentives to home ownership and the consumption of space-consuming housing, the banks and savings and loans would almost certainly oppose such reductions. Without a continual demand fueled by these tax breaks, the value of the housing on which they have already extended mortgages would look distinctly shaky.

In this instance central state policy has had unintended effects for the politics of local economic development. Without the continual impetus to ever more peripheral development that is underpinned by federal policies the sort of competition for positions in the spatial division of consumption characteristic of American metropolitan areas seems hard to envisage. But in Western Europe top down policies are much more intentional with respect to affecting local economic development. It is central branches that determine the location of Enterprise Zones, for example, or the boundaries of areas eligible for tax breaks to industrial investors. Given the concentration of fiscal resources at the center along with a national interest in bringing about some interregional equity in incomes this makes a certain sort of sense.
But the concentration of fiscal and regulatory power at the center has a second effect which I will treat more briefly. For local growth coalitions and local development interests in general, this power is something that they want to harness to their own projects. For Leslie Wexner the state of Ohio is an essential source of money for highway improvements that will enhance the accessibility of his Easton mixed use development just off I-270: an essential source because local government would find it very difficult to raise the sorts of money that was required. But central branches of the state are dispensers of far more than local highway projects that will make money sprout from the ground. They also allocate to different localities, branches of the state prison or state university system, they establish / decide to close military bases in different places, new National Parks are declared with important implications for local tourist industries, not to mention the way federal trade policy can impact on local economic bases by exposing them to, or sheltering them from foreign competition. So in myriad ways more central branches of the state are cornucopias for local growth interests that then try to tap into them. How they do so in the US case is part of the interest of the next section of this Module.

The US State and the American Politics of Local Economic Development

The image of the politics of local economic development in the US is one that is substantially, if not entirely, bottom up. While local government is centrally involved on account of its tax base interests so too are local business interests. Their focus is the expansion of the local economy and in some versions of the American politics of local economic development -- Molotch=s (1976) growth machines, or Mollenkopf=s (1983) downtown business coalitions provide instances -- they are the ones that have taken the original initiative. The result is an intense competition with growth coalitions elsewhere, and at a variety of different geographic scales, to attract in new investment, new consumers and the like: a competition that proceeds through place marketing, the provision of physical infrastructure, the offering of financial incentives that are often hugely lucrative
, and attention to providing a friendly >business climate=. 

In Western Europe, and in contrast, the politics of local economic development has historically at least tended to be more top down. It is state agents that have taken the initiative. Typically this has been through more central branches of the state but not always. Historically, private business interests like the banks, the utilities and developers so central to the American case have been much less to the fore. Accordingly the type of locally based competition for inward investment that is so prominent in the US has been much more muted. If anything it is interests of a national rather than local character, interests in spatial equity and in dispersing employment away from high cost areas that have been prominent. I realize that these are statements to which exceptions can quite easily be found. It is, therefore, the tendential qualities of the respective politics of local economic development that I want to underline.

Less noted as a distinctive feature of the American politics of local economic development has been what I call here its tendencies towards de-localization. By this I refer to the way in which local interests attempt to harness to their purposes the powers of State and federal government. State and federal governments have powers that are important to local growth interests: regulatory and money raising powers that, when appropriately structured, can be usefully exploited in the competition with local growth interests elsewhere. But in order to bend those powers to local purposes there has to be access and influence. As it happens State and federal legislators have their own stakes in getting things done for local interests and a power to get things done for them that is quite extraordinary. This is an interest and a power that local growth factions have mobilized for their own particular purposes and which provides the major focus of this section, albeit in the context of an understanding of the peculiarities of the structure of the American state. 

In 1998 The Wall Street Journal published a lengthy article concerning the imminent development of a >modest day-trip ski area= known as Snowbasin, located  in Utah=s Wasatch Mountains,  into >a mammoth four-season resort=.
 Plans were for 800 condominiums, 600 upscale houses and several hotels. Much of it was to be on formerly federal forest land long denied to large scale development. The deal that brought it about involved an exchange of land with the US Forest Service and the waiving of numerous environmental laws. Only with this land transfer could the promoter of the development, a certain Earl Holding, whose Sinclair Oil Corp. owns Sun Valley ski resort in Idaho and numerous hotels, build a resort of the magnitude he had in mind.

So the question The Wall Street Journal posed was, why did the exchange take place? After all, the Forest Service had held out against similar requests in the past, and for very good reasons. These had to do with the history of land use in the area. Earlier in the century overgrazing had led to flooding, landslides and water pollution downstream affecting the town of Ogden. Ogden had purchased the land in order to control the situation and then sold it to the Forestry Service, a federal agency. So, and to repeat, why? In brief, reported The Journal, AThe formula he (Holding) has found to overcome that obstacle includes political generosity, a creative financial deal with Utah=s Olympic Games boosters, and the aid of a Utah senator who may benefit from a bill he pushed through Congress forcing the Forest Service to relent@.

The Senator in question was Orrin Hatch, Senator for the State of Utah in which Snowbasin is located. Over the years Hatch had brought a variety of pressures to bear on the Forest Service on  behalf of Holding, who, apparently was a frequent financial contributor to Hatch=s election campaigns. Furthermore, Hatch himself stood to gain from the development of Snowbasin since he was part-owner of a 118-acre tract close to the ski area: a property which had greatly gained in value since the land swap and the imminent development by Holding.

The coalition of forces behind the swap, however, was quite a bit broader than Holding and Hatch. It also included the city of Ogden some 20 miles away which, despite a history of environmental concerns regarding the land in question, saw itself to Snowbasin as Colorado=s highly chic Aspen was to ski resorts in its immediate vicinity. The swap was also supported by the Salt Lake Olympic organizing committee for the 2002 Winter games. They had previously stated that Snowbasin in its less developed state would suffice but now, as pressure built up for the swap they were persuaded that this was not so after all. This, according to The Journal, was because the developer promised them that if the development went through he would pick up the bill for the extra facilities needed for the two races they wanted to be held there.

Given the resistance of the Forestry Service, however, Hatch had to resort to legislation. In 1994 he introduced a bill in the Senate to force the agency to approve the land swap. Simultaneously a companion bill was introduced into the House by a Representative for Utah. Congress was also lobbied by Utah=s governor as well as by the leaders of the State legislature: AAll (apparently) recipients of Holding largess@ (p.A10). But AAsked whether either his ownership of land in Ogden Canyon or the financial support from Holding interests had anything to do with his vigorous support for the land swap Mr. Holding sought, Senator Hatch (said) he backed the deal simply because of his long friendship with Mr. Holding and because it was a good deal for Utah@ (p. A10).

Much that we readily associate with the American politics of local economic development is apparent in this case. The bottom-up nature, from private business interests to governments, is prominent. So too is the interest in boosting local economies. The city of Ogden supported Snowmass for precisely this reason. What is also apparent, however, is the mobilization of State and federal governments for purposes of local economic development. The Snowbasin land swap had to proceed through the offices of the federal government since the land was federally-owned. But what is impressive is the way in which the legislative branch also got involved through the activities of a few local Congresspersons. Apparently the governor of Utah and State legislators were also mobilized to play a lobbying role. This is a politics, moreover, which is seemingly indifferent to questions of political party. It is as if, where it is a question of boosting the local economy, party affiliation counts for nothing. Orrin Hatch and the Utah Congressional delegation were able to do a deal over the Snowbasin land swap regardless of the fact that the party to which almost all of them belong, the Republicans, is in the minority in both Houses. 

By way of contrast, the origins and lines of influence of attempts to structure local developmental fortunes in Western Europe seem to be reversed and, sometimes at least, bear the imprint of partisan influence. Instead of a movement from localities to central government, it proceeds in the reverse direction. Instead of a politics contested by groups of a bi-partisan character the political parties have on occasion differed as to what the appropriate modes of intervention should be.
 This contrast, it should be emphasized, however, is a matter of tendencies, of centers of gravity, rather than one of >either / or=. We can certainly find exceptions to what is typical US practice and what is typical West European practice.

In trying to understand this locality-center-locality relationship let me start with a fairly recent news event in the Columbus area. A few years ago a former US Congressperson who had represented a District in Central Ohio died. His name was Chalmers Wylie. What particularly caught my eye in the reports of his death was the way in which his accomplishments as a public figure were celebrated. He was described in the local newspaper, The Columbus Dispatch, as >a  tireless advocate for Central Ohio=. According to a former State governor, James Rhodes, Wylie had been Aa great citizen for Columbus. Every hour he served in Washington, he had Franklin County uppermost in his mind ... He was always asking me, >What can we do for Franklin County? What can we do for Columbus?=@ According to the newspaper report >As Central Ohio=s advocate, Wylie was most proud of helping the Blackburn Recreation Center, obtaining seed money for the Columbus City Center mall through a federal grant, securing federal money for water and sewer systems for Urbancrest, cancer research at Ohio State University, development of Mount Vernon Plaza, and dozens of other building and community projects=. In addition >A number of important civic initiatives that (Wylie=s successor) has overseen in Congress, such as the Franklinton floodwall, were launched by Wylie=. >Even as a minority member of the House Banking Committee, Wylie was able to influence legislation that was important to the interests of Columbus as a regional banking center, (a Congressional colleague) said.=
So Wylie will be remembered for what he did for his immediate constituents, for Central Ohio, and in particular for bits of physical infrastructure that he was able to snare. The contrast with how legislators in the parliamentary democracies of Western Europe get memorialized could not be more stark. Taking an interest in the constituency in the form of opening garden fêtes, particularly if they are sponsored by one=s own party, attending civic banquets, taking up constituent complaints with government departments is one thing; but bringing about an investment in a floodwall that will result in a real estate boom in the areas protected, or obtaining seed money for a downtown retail mall, or in the case of other legislators, a reservoir and marina that will spark a local tourist industry, diverting the planned route of a major highway so that it takes in part of your constituency, all that is something else. Rather in the case of parliamentary democracies legislators tend to be remembered for their participation in the government, for their participation in promoting particular pieces of national legislation, for being a critical but always loyal backbencher, advocating for constituencies that have no local specificity -- the homeless, environmental groups, council tenants, etc.-- rather than for doing things for the locals or, to put it more crassly, bringing home >the pork=. So just where does the difference lie?

Ultimately it is a matter of the constitution of the American state. But the more immediate symptom of that is the power that individual legislators enjoy relative to that of their party. This is apparent in at least three distinct areas of activity: the selection of candidates; the role of the committee system; and floor votes. Before turning to the way they are conditioned by the American constitution I discuss each at some length:

1. Candidate Selection: Unlike the case of parliamentary democracies parties in the US exercise much less power over the selection of candidates. Rather the selection process is highly localized both in terms of its locale and in terms of the influences to which it is subject. And among those influences those with money loom large owing to the way in which election campaigns, including the primaries through which candidates are selected, are funded.

The effect of the direct primary, introduced as a Progressive reform round about the turn of the century, was to enhance these localizing effects (Epstein 1986). In the direct primary choice of candidates is carried out in a State-regulated election. The list of candidates cannot be limited by the dictates of any party organization. Rather anyone who wants to claim the label of a party can stand. This type of approach to candidate selection results in a more candidate-centered politics as opposed to a party-centered politics. It consequently creates a space for a support base for party candidates that is much more geographically varied than would otherwise occur. In the primary election each candidate tries to carve out a distinct position for him/herself and so tries to appeal to a distinct social base that is not shared with the other candidates. The positions represented by the different party candidates in the subsequent general election, therefore, are likely to be far more varied than could ever be encompassed by a common political platform. So the allegiance to such a platform and what is viewed as good for the  nation is likely to be very weak. By the same token locally specific coalitions of forces are likely to come together and it is to those coalitions that the elected representative will tend to feel more responsible than in a situation where the party exercised control over candidate selection: they are, after all, the people who elected him/her and the party label was of relatively minor significance.

2. The Committee System: The federal executive branch in effect shares its power with legislators in the form of committees. These exercise a key role in the legislative process. Any bill introduced into House or Senate is first assigned to respective committees for study, hearings, revisions and approval. If the bill does not move out of committee then it is killed. Committees, moreover, will include members of both majority and minority parties.

Senators and Congresspersons typically get to serve on those committees in which they have most interest; i.e. which are most relevant to their constituencies. In this way, not only is there a strengthening of local influence on committee deliberations but also a strengthening of the power of particular business interests. The House Interior and Insular Affairs Committee occupies a strategic position with respect to the authorization of irrigation projects (see Berkman and Viscusi 1971). Committee membership is typically dominated by those western states which have the most interest in them. Farming areas are over-represented on the various Agriculture Committees, those representing constituencies that contain major military installations on Armed Services. The House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee is drawn almost exclusively from districts bordered by the ocean or the Great Lakes.

This puts committee members in a strategic position not just to block legislation that will work adversely with respect to constituent interests, or at least those which have some clout; but also to add special provisions onto bills which meet some local need. In fact this type of concession may be the price of obtaining their support for a bill which, in terms of its overall thrust, is not one that they feel comfortable with.  This may not be obvious. Provisions are often articulated in a universalist language which can be misleading. The local thresholds in terms of economic conditions which make constituencies eligible for certain types of aid will be artfully designed to take care of the constituencies of committee members. Or definitions will be specified sufficiently broadly as to cater to some local need. Little wonder, therefore, that constituency and re-election are the most commonly mentioned reasons for the committee preferences of both Senators and Representatives [ref.?] 

The committees, because of their power in the legislative process, also attract around them a variety of other interests that stand to gain from the decisions made. Foremost among these are the various agencies of the federal government itself. Something like the Army Corps of Engineers or the Bureau of Reclamation will have a lot at stake simply because their funding and their ability to keep people employed will depend on whether or not a bill leaves committee for consideration on the floors of House and Senate. As a result they form close relations with committee members, anxious to provide the data that will advance the claims of pieces of legislation of particular interest to members or to facilitate a justification of those bills the committee opposes and which also threaten to diminish the role of the agency in question.

3. Floor Votes: On the floors of House and Senate the same balance between Congressperson and party reasserts itself. Party discipline over the voting of those who claim the party label tends to be relatively weak. The positions members take on particular issues tend to be influenced more by the balance of advantage for the home district, or for some interests there, than by any calculation of party gain (Kau and Rubin 1982). For the individual legislator the State or Congressional District they represent is a significant horizon for roll call votes and one with which the claims of party must compete. By the standards of parliamentary democracies the sensitivity to constituency pressures is extraordinary. The position taken on roll call votes is influenced as much if not more by social and economic conditions >back home= than by party affiliation as numerous studies of roll call voting have demonstrated. This means that voting on many issues pertaining to local economic development is seriously bipartisan, as Bensel (1984) has indicated in his study of American sectionalism. At the same time the weakness of party in determining positions on legislative issues opens up the way for logrolling: the exchange of favors between one group of Congresspersons and another, sometimes belonging to the same party but sometimes not. So the weakness of party creates a space for the consummation of all manner of deals with implications for respective constituencies.

Congresspersons and Senators, therefore, not only see themselves as responsible to local interests owing to the nature of the candidate selection process; the committee system and weak party discipline in floor votes means that they can also be responsive. From the standpoint of the electorate this in turn signifies that between party and candidate as cues for voting choices, the balance tends much more in the direction of the candidate than it does in parliamentary systems like that of Britain.

The same sort of constellation of relationships between legislator, party and constituency repeats itself at the State level. As at the federal level, candidates for election to State houses need a local support base; the party label just will not suffice. They must run the same gauntlet of the primary and have to distinguish themselves from other candidates by appealing to a particular, place-specific, cluster of interests. This was not always so. With the urban machine what a candidate  needed was the endorsement of the machine. The quid pro quo there was getting out the vote in exchange for support of the State legislative needs of the party in power at the local level. This was the basis of Daley=s power in Chicago and the secret of his ability to externalize local costs onto the State of Illinois. But today legislators attempt to build a local constituency through actually soliciting proposals for State legislation from local interest groups. In New York City, according to Martin Shefter, this has given inordinate power to the municipal employee unions; something which, interestingly, has not always worked to the advantage of local economic development interests, as Shefter outlines.

And just as the weakness of the parties facilitates local deal making so too is this the case at the State level. Logrolling between the representatives of different areas of the State is the norm rather than the exception. To some degree this has been formalized in a reciprocity rule. According to this State assemblies won=t reject legislation relating to a particular city submitted by the State delegation from that city so long as there is support from the delegation in question. Historically in Illinois Chicago could exercise power by striking bargains with downstate Republicans and Democrats, leaving the Republican-dominated suburbs out of the deal (Weir, 1996). This allowed Chicago to acquire support for local development projects and a broader base for financing many city costs, including social spending. A common pattern was that the city agreed to support the governor's budget in exchange for major economic development initiatives. This was how a Regional Transportation Authority joining Chicago and its independent suburbs came into being, even though suburban representatives opposed it fearing that they would become responsible for the costs of the insolvent Chicago Transit Authority.

What drives this harnessing of State government to local ends are often the same frustrations at more local levels that led local growth coalitions to try to mobilize the powers of the federal government through the Northeast-Midwest Congressional Coalition. In that instance it was a lack of leverage over the reform of State labor law and welfare legislation owing to labor opposition. In this instance it is commonly the resistance of local voters to the spending proposals of local growth advocates. As Heywood Sanders (1992) has outlined, conflicts over the funding of convention centers are cases in point. Failure at the local ballot box to pass the proposals for bonds through which to pay for a convention center have commonly resulted in appeals to the State. This may be for legislation that would allow the levying of new taxes by local governments which don=t require local approval;  or it may be for outright State subsidies. This often involves quid pro quos with legislators from other parts of the State. In the case of the expansion of Chicago=s McCormick Place convention center the Metropolitan Pier and Exposition Authority needed the approval of the State of Illinois for the new taxes to support the expansion. In the event the deal was sealed by coupling it with legislation on pollution control sought by downstate legislators seeking to preserve coal mining jobs in Southern Illinois (. Weir 1996).

But in other cases resort is had to the State government simply because that is where the power lies. Something like annexation law is hotly contested by the townships and the municipalities. The townships fear for the attrition of their taxbases; while the municipalities are eager to expand theirs. But this is something that has to be resolved at the State level with coalitions of municipalities and township trustees both arguing their respective cases. Similar in its implications is something in Ohio called the First Suburbs Consortium. In the jurisdictionally fragmented metropolitan areas of the US suburbs are highly differentiated one from another. One of the differentiations is between so-called inner and outer suburbs. Inner suburbs are entirely built-up and have little room for greenfield development. This puts them at a disadvantage compared to outer suburbs and this has more or less serious implications for a number of locally dependent interests, including landlords, small retailers, local government and homeowners. This is the context for the First Suburbs Consortium, a group of inner suburbs from the metropolitan areas of Ohio, largely Cincinnati, Cleveland and Columbus, which proposes to alter the balance of developmental advantage in the direction of its members. This is to be achieved by changes in the rules governing the allocation of State highway funds so as to curtail the creation of that physical infrastructure facilitating the ongoing development of the outer suburbs; and by new restrictions on the conversion of farmland into urban uses: all State powers, in other words. One also suspects it will give additional impetus to the conflict between township trustees and the municipalities over annexation law.

But, and to return to the main line of the argument, why are these local interests able not simply to seek the assistance of State and federal legislators but, so often, to prevail? Why is it that the State and national political parties play such a weak role in the selection of candidates for respective elections? Why is the committee system so developed? And why don=t the political parties exercise more control over the direction of floor votes? In short, these peculiarities of State and federal politics, the way in which they articulate with the politics of local economic development, are referable to peculiarities of the American state.

Of central importance is the separation of powers between executive and legislative branch (Epstein 1986). In parliamentary systems where the majority party gets to elect the leader of the executive branch and expects to provide the heads of the different departments and their immediate subordinates, the prime minister and his/her cabinet have an interest in the loyalty of their parliamentary party. This is because without it they can be out of a job. On the other hand the parliamentary party also has an incentive to support the government since failure to support it can mean a new election and the possibility of losing their seats. This helps to account for both the strong top down discipline exercised over the parliamentary party and their willingness to accept that discipline; and also the strong control exercised over the selection of election candidates. As a result it is often argued that the parties of parliamentary democracies are more programmatic or 'ideological' in character.

Under the American system similar incentives to party discipline or over the control of the candidate selection process are lacking. The executive branch does not depend for its continuation in office on the votes of the Presidential party in the legislative branch and indeed the Presidential party may well be in a minority in the Senate, the House of Representatives or both. The President has four years in office and cannot be ejected no matter how often his/her legislative proposals are voted down. Likewise legislators are subject to election on a regular basis, regardless of the success or failure of a President from their party. A similar set of rules governs the relation between the State Governor and his/her party at the State level.

This means that the incentives for tight central control over the selection of candidates and the imposition of a common program on them are lacking and that the process can be significantly localized. Liberated from strong party control the individual Congressperson has more scope to reflect specifically local pressures in voting on different government programs: to be less subject to party ideology and more open to the so-called >pragmatic= -- what will assure a majority for him/her in his/her respective district at the next election.

This responsibility is exercised through the membership of committees and subcommittees and through voting on the bills passed on by them to House and Senate. But the committee system itself is conditioned by the specific form of the US constitution and the separation of executive and legislative branches that it entails. This is because in parliamentary systems where executive and legislative authority are effectively concentrated in a cabinet serving as the single great 'committee' the need for a similarly strong legislative committee structure is not so apparent. Likewise, the relative weakness of party discipline, both in committees and in floor votes, that weakness that allows bipartisan sectionalism and logrolling, and so an unusual sensitivity to constituency influences, derives from that same basic separation of executive from legislative branches. The President doesn=t need the support of party members in the same way that a Prime Minister does. And neither do Congresspersons feel the need to support the President in the same way that national legislators in parliamentary systems feel the need to support the Prime Minister. By the same token the disciplines that inhibit minority party members voting for government legislation are missing under the American system.

In Western Europe, at least until very recently, local economic development policy flowed, for the most part from the center to the localities. Typical centrally-orchestrated initiatives included New Towns, growth poles and various forms of assistance to areas of persistent unemployment. Other, complementary, policies acted to dampen economic expansion in particular cities or regions. The contrast with the American case underscores just how significant to these sorts of policies is the incentive structure confronting legislators. In the US they would be, indeed have proven to be, extremely difficult to implement. This is because to be effective New Town policies, town expansion initiatives, policies aimed at reducing localized unemployment, have to be geographically selective. This might hardly seem worth mentioning except that in the US case this geographic selectivity, even when it was what inspired an original legislative initiative, has been extremely difficult to accomplish. 

An example comes from the activities of the Economic Development Administration (EDA), a federal agency accountable to the Secretary for Commerce (Barnekov, Boyle and Rich, 1989). From 1965 on the EDA was required to promote the development of areas of persistent unemployment. This was to be accomplished through grants and loans for physical infrastructure, job training programs and long term, low interest loans to firms willing to establish plants in the eligible areas. But the ultimate goal of alleviating pockets of severe economic distress was compromised by the way in which Congress manipulated the various criteria as to what constituted eligibility for these funds. The desire of individual Congresspersons, of course, was that their own constituencies would be included (Barnekov, Boyle and Rich, 1989: 111). The result was that about 80% of the US population found itself in areas eligible for EDA assistance.
 

Ellwood and Patashnik (1993) comment in a similar vein on the outcome of the Model Cities program of the mid-=sixties. Originally intended to funnel billions in demonstration grants to the nation's ten most severely distressed cities to see if comprehensive aid could alleviate urban poverty, by the time the bill became law the number of eligible cities had increased by a factor of fifteen. State Enterprise Zone programs have proven susceptible to the same sorts of multiplication and compromising of original intent. In Britain=s town expansion schemes of the >fifties and >sixties not all the towns identified as eligible took the offer up [ref. Stacey and the Banbury case]. In the US context that would simply not be. In fact it would be hard to resist the claims of any and all towns to be on the list of those eligible for federally-subsidized expansion.

Given the problem of what legislators must do in order to obtain re-election it is hard to believe that things could be otherwise. According to David Mayhew in his book Congress: The Electoral Connection and cited by Ellwood and Patashnik (1993), Congressional life consists largely of a 'relentless search' for ways of claiming credit for making good things happen back home and so increasing the likelihood of re-election. Federally funded infrastructure, definition as an Enterprise Zone, cheap loans for inward investors are all things for which the individual Congressperson can claim credit: a credit, moreover, which they will not shy away from but rather will advertise through media occasions.

The US State: Territorial Structures in Question

The power of the individual Congressperson, and even of the State assemblyperson is clearly a weapon that local growth coalitions can and have turned to their advantage. Change the territorial structure of the American state, reduce the separation of powers, reduce the degree to which representation is territorialized and that power is gone. More graphic, because more contested, has been the territorial structure of the American state as it has been expressed in the country’s metropolitan areas.

The structure of the state, including its territorial structure, both empowers people, and constrains them. But it tends to empower some at the expense of others. It is, in short, a structure for some but not for everyone. In discussing the politics of neighborhood, for example, we saw the way in which more affluent groups used local powers of land use regulation and educational provision / funding to their advantage; how, that is, they created privileged enclaves from which those who would take away from their advantages – the less affluent – would be excluded. But without the jurisdictional fragmentation of metropolitan areas, their division into numerous municipalities, school districts, even counties, these privileges would be greatly diminished.
 This explains such cases as: 

i. The resistance of those in suburban school districts to the extension of busing for racial balance to the whole metropolitan area: Subsequent to the introduction of busing for racial balance in central city school districts, we saw how white flight to the suburbs undermined the intent of those court orders. Racial segregation was reproduced – not between schools within the same (central city) school district but between the different school districts. This led to attempts to introduce busing for racial balance on a wider, metropolitan basis but the resistance of suburbanites was intense. The struggle over schools annexation in the Columbus area was very similar.

ii. The resistance of the wealthier suburban school districts to ‘Robin Hoodism’: As we saw in the second movie, inequalities in school funding are typical across American school districts. Many of these divide suburbs one from another, but the wealthiest school districts of all in terms of tax base and resultant ability to spend per pupil are also suburban. It is these that have led the resistance to solutions to the school funding issue that would see tax resources redistributed from wealthy to poorer school districts.

iii. ‘Opening up the suburbs’: Over the years there have been attempts, some federal, some more local to take away the ability of local governments to exclude through their land use zoning policies. Michael Danielson’s article in your second volume of Readings talks about some of these. But, and again, suburbanites have always resisted these attempts and worked through local Congresspersons to impede these initiatives.

Historically the multiplication of local governments in American metropolitan areas has been determined by the relative ease of annexing by existing cities as opposed to the incorporation of new cities. Prior to 1900, annexation was relatively easy and accounts for the large areas covered by most of today's central cities. Since then areal growth of central cities has slowed down appreciably and most of the growth of metropolitan areas has been associated with the incorporation of new independent municipalities. Much of the responsibility for this locational pattern devolves to a State legislative context; after 1900 this favored the incorporation of new suburban municipalities rather than annexation. By a variety of devices State legislatures, dominated by a coalition of legislators from rural and suburban areas, attempted to reduce the possibility of annexation of their constituencies by central cities. Power in annexation procedures, therefore, was often shifted away from the central city towards the suburban area. At the same time as annexation was made more difficult for central cities, the legal procedures for municipal incorporation remained extremely favorable to small unincorporated suburban communities -- often less than 500 in population -- to incorporate and establish municipal governments.

Furthermore for the more affluent, and as we have seen, it has been worth incorporating and forming one's own local government; and to the extent that new incorporations were made difficult the older ones have typically provided a field of choice appropriate to maximizing social advantage. If anything, with the increasing significance of education as an arbiter of life chances these advantages have increased rather than diminished. This does not mean to say that State law in these regards was molded in response to the pressures of Haves who saw personal advantage in (e.g.) decentralized provision of education and landuse control. Indeed zoning in its origins has much more to do with the concerns of developers than of residents. Nevertheless, whenever decentralized provision has been threatened in some way, white, middle class suburbanites have invariably risen to defend it. 

The clear inequalities associated with fragmentation have been contentious. The liberal reformers, however, who have dwelt on the evils of such facts as exclusionary zoning and unequal school funding have not gone unanswered. There is, interestingly, a quite clever conservative retort. This is worth recounting here for, among other things, it has received a lot of attention in the urban studies literature and is, quite unselfconsciously, drawn on by suburbanites when trying to protect their privileges. Thus, this more conservative stream of thought argues that these territorially inscribed socio-economic inequalities are irrelevant. Rather it is, for example, that central city school districts spend less per pupil because that is what their residents prefer. This more conservative viewpoint often goes under the term public choice theory. The argument proceeds along two lines:

  a)
People's preferences for what government institutions – local governments, School Boards – provide vary. Old people without children and young singles don't want much spending on education while young parents do. Some parents prefer more education for their children than others. People in the inner city would probably rather see scarce public resources devoted to crime control and drug rehabilitation services than to (e.g.) city parks, or a municipal skating rink.


On the other hand, a local government provides everyone with the same amount of a particular service (whether they want it or not) and charges the same tax rate (i.e. price). Yet some people might prefer less than what the local government or School Board is providing, and some people might prefer more. If, therefore, there are numerous local governments and School Boards in a metropolitan area people can choose what particular level and mix of public services they want through their choice of residential location. So (e.g.) old people will move into jurisdictions where School Boards don't spend much on education; and to the extent that the School Board spends more than they want, so long as the old people are in a majority they can vote in a more pliant School Board. Jurisdictional fragmentation is a necessary condition for satisfying diverse tastes. It is not sufficient, however: people have to make their residential choices bearing levels of public provision in mind, and then use the ballot box to make sure that the majority will is obeyed.

  b)
Public providers of services – local governments, School Boards, Sewer Authorities, etc. – have considerable monopoly power. Their ability to overcharge for poor quality services is enhanced relative to that of private businesses. In the case of a private business if we're not satisfied with price or quality we'll go to some other provider. But in the case of public providers, there is no alternative: unless, that is, we're prepared to wait till the next election and vote them out of office, or unless we're prepared to move.

It is the "move" option that has attracted the attention of the public choice theorists. For in a jurisdictionally fragmented metropolitan area they argue that this is a real option: people actually have other providers into whose jurisdictions they can move. And to the extent that people do actually move then the local governments out of whose jurisdictions they are moving will have an incentive to mend their ways. For as people move out, property values will fall; and since local government has bills to pay for its physical plant (e.g. pay off bonds) regardless of the population, taxes will have to go up for those staying behind; this eventually will result in electoral pressure from voters.

So, and in sum, fragmentation according to this viewpoint is a good thing because it facilitates efficiency in the use of public tax resources. On the one hand resources are put to those uses which most satisfy public tastes; on the other hand, the public providers (local governments, School Boards, special districts) are enjoined to satisfy those tastes as efficiently as they can (maximum quality for minimum price) since otherwise residents will "vote with their feet".

Now although this might seem rather academic, it is arguments of this sort which are actually mobilized by the residents and public officials of the white middle class suburbs when resisting reform. A striking case of this is a class handout on the Grandview Heights school district.. In this instance it is a case of representatives of a relatively tax-rich suburb spending a lot per pupil (Grandview Heights) and resisting State attempts to impose more equality on school districts through a State mandated cap on local spending. Their argument is that this is unfair to parents who happen to want more education for their children, who chose to live in Grandview Heights for that purpose, voted positively on bond and operating levies for the same purpose, etc. It is also unfair to parents elsewhere who want less education than might be mandated by the cap.

But if fragmentation is a problem for the lower income strata and for blacks it is also a problem for some fractions of business and for some local governments. It is a problem in the first case for the urban growth coalition. Their concern is the growth of the metropolitan area as a whole. They are in favor of measures that would make the area attractive to business investment. Integration of governmental structures across the metropolitan area is seen as important to this end for two broad reasons:

a) Economies of scale in public provision:  Certain basic services, in particular water and sewerage, are provided most economically on a large scale. Taking advantage of these economies of scale depends on serving a large customer base: the sort of customer base which only a metropolitan area as a whole can provide. Recall how this was a concern in the Columbus area and was a factor in generating business support for the different facets of the annexation policy (annexation to Columbus in exchange for services; water and sewer contracts with suburbs in exchange for what were, in effect, limits on their territorial expansion). The main virtue of these policies from the business standpoint was that provision of water and sewerage by one municipality would allow the exploitation of economies of scale and so keeping costs down.

b) Internalizing externalities: The numerous local governments into which metropolitan areas are divided are often a problem in terms of the various uncompensated costs they impose on one another. They are all part of the same metropolitan area, benefit from planning for the metropolitan area as a whole and from provision of major facilities like airports and convention centers and mass transit. But their beggar-thy-neighbor and free rider policies too often have negative consequences for the whole metropolitan area and therefore for them, since they depend for their revenues ultimately on the economic health of that area and how attractive it is to business investment; hence the interest of businesses in restructuring the territorial aspects of the state in metropolitan areas so as to mitigate these negative effects. For example:

a. We saw in Module Four how the different land use regulation policies of the various local governments making up Silicon Valley had had detrimental effects on housing prices there and therefore on the ability of the computer / software firms to attract into the area the employees they needed. Local governments have tended to overzone for business uses – thus creating employment within their boundaries – while underzoning for housing. So while employment has increased there has been insufficient housing for the employees. This has resulted in increasing housing prices and wage demands from workers so that they can afford to live in the area; hence the concern of the area’s economic base.

b. Major facilities like an airport, convention center or mass transit system benefit all parts of the metropolitan area. Even if those in the outer suburbs don’t use a mass transit system, it can bring workers into the area and allow firms there to solve a labor shortage problem, redounding to the benefit of the local government’s tax base. But often in cases like these it is not easy gaining agreement and the central city will have to go ahead on its own. But this limits the resources it can draw on in developing the facility and also exposes it to the risk of voter rejection on the grounds that many of those who benefit (i.e., those from the independent suburbs) aren’t contributing. One common way out of this dilemma is to assign responsibility for these functions to the county or some other supra-municipal body – like the Central Ohio Transit Authority.

On the other hand, there are other businesses with clear stakes in the (fragmented) jurisdictional status quo. Consider, for example, the case of busing for racial balance. Developers and builders have been able to make large amounts of money out of the resultant white flight. But their ability to do so depends precisely on maintaining the jurisdictional integrity of suburban school districts: i.e. on opposing the sort of jurisdictional integration of school districts that would result from, say, busing on a metropolitan scale. In this context they may also be able to mobilize the support of small suburban retailing interests which see an expansion of their business prospects linked precisely to a continuation of white flight. In other instances developers and builders create market niches for themselves which depend on restrictive landuse planning. Developers who specialize in catering to higher income markets tend to be on the side of those forces that want local government retention of landuse regulation. A county-wide planning authority, for example, is seen as threatening precisely because it might overturn local restrictiveness and destroy those exclusive local landuse arrangements which allow the builders of upscale housing to make money.

The result of these various pressures has been some change in the territorial structure of the state in American metropolitan areas. Education and land use planning remain the responsibility of municipalities or individual school districts. The hardware functions, however – airport, water, sewerage, mass transit – have tended either: to be re-assigned to new administrative bodies serving the whole metropolitan area; or to be carried out by the central city which then extracts some sort of ‘rent’ from other local governments in exchange for providing the service, as in the case of the Columbus annexation policy as the vehicle for providing water and sewerage to the metropolitan area as a whole.

Finally, however, note that the debate over metropolitan integration or fragmentation is by no means exhaustive of the struggles that go on in metropolitan areas around the territorial structure of the state. Another common one has been demands for at large electoral systems to be converted to ward ones. These demands have typically come from black areas of the city – particularly in those central cities where blacks are in a minority and therefore find themselves disadvantaged by at large elections. Adjudicating zoning disputes has also been a bone of contention: should this be a function of municipalities? Or of neighborhood zoning boards whose members are elected by neighborhood residents? No prizes for guessing on which side of this cleavage the developers come down.
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� I use the term ‘State’ with the ‘s’ capitalized to refer to any of the fifty American states and to differentiate it from the more abstract meaning of the term ‘state’, which is any organization claiming sovereignty over a people and maintaining a monopoly of violence for the purpose of defending that claim, should it be necessary.


�  Municipalities are the first port of call when requesting permission to develop. But the local government’s decisions can be challenged and appeal made to the Department of Transport, Housing and the Regions in London. They may then send out an inspector to conduct an inquiry the outcome of which may be an overturning of the local government’s decision. Likewise ‘guidance’ notes are issued to local planning departments from time to time specifying what the central government will look kindly on (e.g. densification projects) and what it will tend to frown on (more recently this has included what are called in Britain ‘out-of-town’ shopping centers).


� At earlier stages of this development the ability to afford a car would have been a constraint. But later, zoning restrictions on lower income housing developments in the (increasingly ‘outer’) suburbs became a problem.


� ‘More expensive’ because federal tax deductibility rules along with the progressive nature of the federal income tax mean that a larger interest payment will take you down more steps of the steeply rising progressive income tax than will a smaller interest payment. So there is a built in incentive for people to buy more housing than they need.


   2 A report in The Wall Street Journal entitled AMove Your Company to Amarillo; It=s a Nice Place, and They=ll Pay@ describes a scheme in which the city mailed out checks each worth $8 million to over one thousand businesses throughout the US. Each could be cashed only by businesses setting up an operation in Amarillo that employed at least 800 workers. 


     3 @Olympic Angle Helps Utah Ski Resort Gain U.S. Land to Expand@ Wall Street Journal 7/9/98, p. A1.


      7 For example, over the establishment of enterprise zones. Andy Thornley (1991) has also pointed how under Thatcher there was something of a conflict between developers and Labour councillors over the issue of the marketability of housing on the land they were willing to see released for development. While Labour councillors were in favor of infill sites that would, among other things, enhance social mix, developers found these less than ideal. This was resolved in favor of the developers through the use of circulars from the Department of the Environment and through insertions made by the Secretary of State for the Department in the local Structure Plans submitted for approval.





      10 An empirical measure of this is the degree of variation around a national measure of >swing= between elections. This tends to be greatly accentuated in the American case. According to Donald Stokes (1967) the variances around the national swing for American Congressional elections between 1952 and 1960 ranged from 26.01 to 44.89 while for British elections between 1950 and 1966 they ranged from a low of a mere 1.96 to a (still very modest) high of 5.76. 





      11 This power on the part of the City of Chicago through its State representatives is no longer what it once was. See Margaret Weir (1996).


      12 Barnekov et al. quote from Grasso: AThere is little evidence that the agency=s programs have succeeded in promoting the economic development of chronically depressed areas. Rather, the agency seems to have concentrated on achieving the goal of a wide geographic dispersal of aid, with a disproportionate share of the funds channeled to States with disproportionate representation in Congress.@ (1989: 79).


� ‘Diminished’ and not ‘disappear’. In a dominantly homeowner metropolis, for example, one can certainly see how homeowner organizations in different parts of the area could come together and form an attractive electoral base for would-be councilors, but in exchange for protecting local zoning and any exclusionary character it might have. But even in Cincinnati, we saw how the residents of Clifton were able to prevail.
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