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Abstract 

This paper examines the impact of globalization on the politics of urban planning and de-
velopment.  One of globalization's most striking effects is the way it homogenizes 
society.  By exposing more and more people to the same ideas, images and market 
pressures, it exerts pressures on societies, cultures, and political practices to become more 
like each other, as anyone will testify who has watched as Canadian and American cities 
that once had their own local character gradually become decked out with identical high-
rise towers, expressway systems, downtown loops and McDonald's restaurants.  These 
same influences have been felt around the world, but with varying degrees of intensity, 
partly because the political responses to them have varied.  Drawing on an emerging 
literature of cross-nationally comparative case studies, we consider the differential 
political responses to some of the pressures of globalization in North America and 
Europe.   

The paper contends that meaningful comparisons are possible only if we consider the 
influence of national and regional as well as local states on the process of urban 
development.  It finds a strong national state presence in urban politics that is evident in 
continental Europe is associated, on one hand, with a political environment that tends to 
be unreceptive to grass-roots participation in urban development decisions and, on the 
other, with more state control and less clout for developers in urban development 
decisions.  In the United States, it finds the opposite situation: a more receptive 
environment for grass-roots participation and developers who are better-placed to exert 
direct influence upon urban development.  In Britain and Canada, we find a more 
complex, "mid-Atlantic" state of affairs.  The paper examines the implications of these 
findings, for urban regime theory and for our understanding of city politics generally.        



City Politics in an Era of Globalization1 

by Christopher Leo 

1. Introduction 

Local politics has long been subject to influences originating in the global economy, but 
it is only lately that students of urban political economy have begun to appropriate a 
language and a set of concepts intended to comprehend that reality.  Much work remains 
to be done.  In this chapter, we look at urban politics in North America and Europe, with 
special attention to the politics of planning and development, ask how globalization is 
changing the political landscape, and enquire into the local political response to the 
challenge of globalization.  This question has not been given the attention it deserves.  
Much of the literature tends, either to assume that globalization is bringing about a 
massive homogenization in the development of cities, or to observe significant political 
differences in different juridsdictions without reference to the literature that points to 
homogenization.  In our review, we will observe substantial homogenization, and take a 
look at the dynamics that drive it, but we will also note local and national political 
differences that are capable of exerting significant influence on the way globalization 
affects city development.  Comparing continental Europe with the United States, we will 
argue that the greater involvement of the European national state in local politics 
produces a more nearly level playing-field in bargaining between the state and capital.  
At the same time, we find a greater American penchant for involvement of the public in 
decision-making about urban development, a penchant that is likely to prove an important 
asset in the local politics that is emerging under the aegis of globalization. 

In looking at city politics, we are undertaking a study of urban regimes in the sense that 
we are concerned with the formal and informal "arrangements by which public bodies  
and private interests function together in order to be able to make and carry out governing 
decisions"  (Stone 1989: 6).  However, we depart from most of the regime literature in 
looking at city governance in a national perspective, ie integrating politics at the regional 
(state and provincial respectively in the case of the United States and Canada) and 
national levels of government into our conception of urban politics.  Indeed, as noted, one 
of our main findings involves observations about contrasting roles of national 
governments in city politics.   

                                                
1Thanks to Joe Painter, Mark Goodwin and Bob Jessop for exceptionally helpful critiques 
of an earlier draft of this paper, and to Mick Lauria for imaginative, smart, tactful and 
firm organization of our collective scholarly venture.  I also very much appreciate the 
research assistance that I received from Mike Gray, Michelle Mathae and Krista 
Boryskavich.  And I am grateful to the Social Science and Humanities Research Council 
of Canada, the University of Winnipeg and the University's Institute of Urban Studies for 
financial and other support.  While it would be nice also to spread the blame for errors, I 
must unfortunately take all that on myself.     
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Our argument is that, in the politics of planning and development, cities are being 
subjected to a wide range of pressures for homogenization, of urban built form, of urban 
physical structure and of administrative and political arrangements, as a result of 
technological and economic developments that are global in scope.  At the same time, 
urban governance asserts local particularity -- local ideas of how cities should be 
governed, how they should look, and what the social milieu should be -- in the face of 
these homogenizing pressures.  We find that these two pressures -- the push for 
homogenization and the assertion of particularity -- are both important, both help to shape 
cities and the ways they are governed, but neither enjoys absolute dominance.  We note 
therefore that, although cities in Europe and North America are facing many of the same 
problems and often reacting to them in similar ways, important and deeply-rooted 
differences remain, and exert major influence.  However, in order to undertake our 
investigation, and to bring globalization and the role of national governments in local 
affairs into the argument, we need to consider other literature that has dealt with these 
questions.                           

1.1. Peterson: primacy of market forces 

The study of city politics in the United States has encompassed a concern with 
globalization -- though it was not always designated by that term -- since the early 1980s.  
Paul Peterson's contention that city politics is dominated by a common interest in 
pursuing policies that "maintain or enhance the economic position, social prestige, or 
political power of the city..."  (Peterson 1981, 20) was based on the observation that there 
is pressure on cities to tailor their policies to the requirements of those who might choose 
to invest in the local economy.  His argument amounted, in effect, to a declaration that 
the global economy pre-determined a wide range of political outcomes.  Although the 
ideological assumptions and language in Peterson's book differed from that which 
dominates the literature about globalization, Peterson deserves credit for having been a 
pioneer in the study of the impact of globalization upon cities.    

The dissent against Peterson focussed on his argument that economic realities precluded 
extensive redistributive local politics, that the economic vulnerability of cities forced 
them to emphasize economic priorities over social ones, regardless of political 
preferences.  The response was that economic factors could not, by themselves, 
determine political outcomes.  For example, Mollenkopf (1983: 5) maintained that the 
political entrepreneurs who are the main source of urban policy are "driven by a political 
logic even more strongly than an economic one.  It is in the interaction between the 
political and economic logics, and the conflicts between the two, that the guiding force 
behind the life cycle of pro-growth coalitions may be discovered."  Likewise, Stone 
(1987: 4) asserted:  "Local decision-makers do not simply follow the imperatives that 
emanate from the national political economy… urban politics still matters."  

The American reaction to Peterson's argument did not highlight an aspect that seemed 
questionable from a Canadian perspective, and even more so from a European one: his 
assumption that there is a clear distinction between national and local policy spheres and 
correspondingly clear differences in fiscal capacity.  These differences between the 
conditions of national and local governance were a cornerstone of Peterson's argument.  
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He was explicit in stating that nation states exercised substantial control over the flows of 
capital and labour over their boundaries and that they could therefore pursue social or 
redistributive objectives far more readily than local governments, but that local states, 
unable to regulate these flows, were forced to emphasize policies designed to attract 
investment over those designed to ease social distress (Peterson 1981, 17-30, passim ).      

The idea that there is a clear distinction between national and local spheres -- assuming it 
makes sense in the United States -- certainly breaks down when one tries to apply it to 
Canada.  A few examples will suffice to establish a point that is pursued in more detail 
elsewhere (Leo 1995a).  In cities across Canada, government programmes have had a ma-
jor impact on inner cities.  These programmes have ranged from construction of 
downtown malls and public facilities, through heritage preservation and the construction 
and renovation of housing for all income levels to numerous job creation and training 
programmes and government funding for public and semi-private social agencies.  In 
Peterson's terms they constitute a jumble of both developmental and redistributive 
programmes.  If we took Peterson's theory seriously, we would have to predict that the 
former were generally local-government initiatives while the latter remained primarily a 
domain of either provincial or national governments.   

In fact, in case after case, these initiatives have involved either joint ventures of two or 
more levels of government, participation by provincial and national governments in local 
initiatives, or local participation in federal or provincial initiatives.  And local 
government participation did not, à la  Peterson, particularly lean toward developmental 
as opposed to redistributive ventures.  The city governments of both Toronto and 
Vancouver, for example, have played a major role in the development of subsidized 
housing and in Winnipeg the city government was an equal partner in a tri-level 
programme, the Core Area Initiative, that contained substantial redistributive elements. 
By the same token, both Toronto's Harbourfront development and Vancouver's Granville 
Island were federal government initiatives that were primarily developmentally-oriented.  
Indeed, Harbourfront was widely criticized for an undue emphasis on its developmental 
elements, at the expense of redistributive programmes (Leo and Fenton 1990, Leo 1995a) 
, thereby placing the federal government squarely in the centre of a type of "local" 
political debate that occupies a prominent place in Peterson's discussion.          

The question of whether Peterson's insistence on fundamental differences between the ca-
pacities of local and national governments truly holds in the United States is perhaps 
better left to American commentators.  What is obvious to an observer from outside the 
United States is that Peterson's theory is tied to a specific set of political conventions and 
fiscal capacities. Assume a major change in local taxation powers or a national 
government willing and able to play an activist role in local affairs and the theory loses 
much of its force.2  These different conditions -- conditions tending to invalidate 
Peterson's theory -- exist, in varying degrees, in both Canada and Europe.  In Canada, a 
wide-ranging literature finds Canadian political culture to be more oriented than 
                                                
2Peterson tacitly acknowledges this in his final chapter when he proposes extensive 
federal intervention in local affairs as a way of overcoming the "city limits" he points to 
in the rest of the book.   
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American to state intervention in society and the economy.3  One of the impacts upon 
urban politics of these differences is that, during the 1970s and 1980s, while the US 
federal government was reducing its involvement in local affairs, the Canadian 
government continued a wide range of interventions, including the establishment of state-
owned corporations to carry out local initiatives (Leo and Fenton 1990, Leo 1995a).     

In Europe, especially on the continent, the differences identifiable in a comparison with 
the United States are considerably more striking even than they are in Canada.  As we 
will see in more detail below, an emerging comparative literature observes levels of 
national intervention in local affairs that are all but unthinkable in either the United States 
or Canada. (Body-Gendrot 1987, Klaassen and Cheshire 1993, Molotch and Vicari 1988, 
Savitch 1988, Vicari and Molotch 1990).  Savitch (1988: 136), characterizing the French 
system of urban development, says "Government is the dominant force in initiating and 
supervising major development... That presence is embodied in the actions of the national 
government... local governments and public corporations."  Body-Gendrot (1987: 126-
27) states flatly: "France... [has] a strong-state tradition... State power is not fragmented 
by... provinces, counties, cities and neighbourhoods."   

In short, Peterson was right to insist on the importance of the global economy, but his 
characterization of that influence has not travelled well, because the theory is only 
applicable to a specific set of political circumstances, circumstances that are more nearly 
reflective of American than Canadian or European city politics.  It is grounded, not in 
fundamental features of any nation's political economy, but in temporally and spatially 
limited distinctions between different levels of government (Cox 1991a, 1991b).  It has 
remained for regulationists to forge a theory that roots the relationship between 
economics and politics in more fundamental realities.                  

1.2. Regulation theory 

Regulation theory seeks its understanding of the fundamental nature of urban social, eco-
nomic and political life in an investigation of how technology, the economy and social 
relations, including formal social organization of all kinds, evolve in relation to each 
other.  Using this method, it is possible -- to take a relatively clear and simple example -- 
to consider how the transition from an industrial system oriented to mass production  of 
standardized consumer products to one more oriented to small-batch production of more 
nearly customized products is related to the erosion of the welfare state.  Similarly, 
relationships can be identified among the erosion of the welfare state, the removal of 
many barriers to trade and the rapid development of technology that allows for instant 
communication and ever easier, world-wide movement of people, goods, information and 
ideas (Harvey 1985, Storper and Walker 1989, Scott 1988).  It is important to emphasize 
that these are mutual interrelationships:  economic change helps to produce alterations in 
technology and changes in social organization, social transformation is involved in the 
                                                
3Horowitz 1978, Frye 1982, Goldberg and Mercer 1986, Lipset 1990.  Garber and 
Imbroscio (1992), in arguing that Canadian city politics offers the necessary conditions 
for the operation of growth coalitions, seek to turn the debate in a different direction, but 
do not dispute the findings cited here. 



 5 

production of economic and technological change, and so forth (Jessop 1991, 1995; 
Painter and Goodwin 1995).   

Thus -- again sticking to relatively simple examples --  regulationists have drawn on 
Henry Ford's insight that well-paid workers would be able to afford the cars they 
produced and argued that an industrial system oriented to mass production produces an 
influential source of political support for a welfare state which provides income and other 
social supports, thus ensuring a high level of mass consumption, hence the ability on the 
part of a lot of ordinary people to buy cars and a wide range of other mass-produced 
consumer goods.  It follows that a relative decline in the importance of mass production 
of standardized products removes an important part of the political basis for the welfare 
state and plays a role in forcing government withdrawal from or reduction of many 
former activities.          

The ability of the state to play its accustomed role is also undermined by the development 
of communications technology, which allows both the relatively easy relocation of 
industrial operations from one country to another and the movement of capital in the 
blink of an eye.  A political implication of this change is that the state loses much of the 
political power that flowed from its capacity effectively to control industry and finance 
within its borders.  That loss of control implies reduced ability to pursue traditional 
taxation and regulatory policies.  Here we catch an echo of Peterson (1981: 25-29) who, 
writing in the late 1970s, proceeded from the premise that the national government 
enjoyed the power that comes from controlling the movement of capital and labour over 
its borders, but that local government did not.  Regulation theory argues that his premise 
was wrong, or only temporarily right.  Today it is obvious to any observer of politics that, 
not only cities, but also nations, are repeatedly subjected to the whims of the global 
economy.  Just as developers, operating on a world scale, demand concessions for the 
construction of essentially identical shopping centres in cities around the world, so 
industrial and financial organizations demand similar tax concessions from Tory, Liberal 
and Social Democratic regimes alike.   

Thanks to its grounding in more fundamental realities, regulation theory shows us that 
Peterson's insight about political weakness in the face of economic necessity has a far 
wider application than he suspected.  It also provides for escape from the realm of 
parochial theorizing, based on temporally and spatially limited circumstances, and offers 
some theoretical grounding for the study of comparative urban political economy on an 
international level.  Thanks to influences originating in regulation theory, it is now 
becoming clear to students of urban political economy that local politics needs to be 
understood, not only in a national political and economic context, but also in the context 
of the global economy and global society.  We turn now to a consideration of how a 
recognition of the importance of the global economic, social and political context can 
affect our understanding of the politics of urban planning.            

2. Global homogenization  

It is nowhere more evident than in the politics of urban planning that local and national 
political practices and cultures interact with development norms that have become global.  
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Or, to put it another way, norms and practices based in the global economy have a "ho-
mogenizing" effect on local and national political cultures.  Among the homogenizing 
forces are the spread of technologies that have an impact on urban form, for example the 
private automobile which confers greater mobility upon a large number of people, and 
encourages lower-density development; computer and communications technology, 
which allows for further decentralization of residence and work-place; and the subway, 
which provides a transportation infrastructure that encourages the development of high-
density commercial and residential concentrations around subway stations. (Blumenfeld, 
1967)  The result is similar suburban subdivisions, "edge cities", and high-density 
developments in widely-scattered cities.4   

A more personalized homogenizing influence is the demands of developers who seek to 
make their developments conform to international architectural norms and technical stan-
dards.  Often, meeting those demands necessitates compromises with, or abandonment of, 
locally-set standards of design or local administrative and political practices.  Another 
homogenizing stimulus is the example of other jurisdictions.  Administrators and 
politicians are constantly on the alert for ideas originating elsewhere that can be applied 
locally.  Two examples of ideas that have spread and had an important impact on cities in 
different parts of the world are urban development corporations as an administrative 
mechanism for downtown redevelopment projects and design controls as a way of 
creating a supposedly unique character for each neighbourhood -- a "uniqueness" that is 
often replicated in Chinatowns, coffee house districts and downtown malls in city after 
city.  Yet another homogenizing influence can be seen in international agreements and 
organizational structures, such as the North American Free Trade Agreement and the 
European Union, which compel many changes in local as well as national administrative 
norms. 

Much of the literature on globalization, especially the earlier literature, has tended to 
stress homogenization.  For example, in a discussion of the impact of the global economy 
on cities, Logan and Molotch (1987) classify all American cities into only five types, 
according to their economic function: headquarters cities, innovation centres, retirement 
centres, and so forth.  Noyelle and Stanbach (1983), approaching the same problematic 
from a different ideological perspective, identify four categories, albeit 11 sub-types.  
                                                
4Regulation theory reminds us that the global economy's homogenization of local 
planning systems -- together with local political resistance to these influences, which we 
will consider in the next section of this chapter -- are only one part of a far more complex 
set of relationships.  The global economy not only homogenizes, it also differentiates, 
through uneven development of different cities and different neighbourhoods, for 
example, and through cycles of urban decline and regeneration.  Likewise, politics not 
only resists homogenization, it also homogenizes.  The policies associated with the names 
of Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher played an important role in changing the 
character of economic policy-making around the world.  The example of Reaganism and 
Thatcherism also illustrates that the economy, in addition to acting upon politics, is also 
acted upon by it.  However, a recognition of all these complexities, and many more, does 
not prevent us from identifying relationships, and drawing out their implications, one at a 
time, as we are doing in these pages.    
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Storper and Walker (1989) consider how cities are shaped by industrial growth, while 
Scott (1990) enquires into how cities are shaped by the division of labour.  All of them, 
of course, allow for differences among cities, but all concentrate on differences created 
by variations in the economic forces acting on them.  The cities become, in effect, urban 
units whose differences are seen primarily in terms of conditions and changes that are 
global in scope.  Fainstein (1994) looks at the influence of property development upon 
London and New York City, and strongly stresses similarities in the property 
developments she investigates.  Sorkin (1992, xii) offers perhaps the ultimate expression 
of this emphasis.  Complaining about the impact upon cities of technology and current 
development styles, he says, "The new city... eradicates genuine particularity in favour of 
a continuous urban field, a conceptual grid of boundless reach." 

Studies that emphasize the way global economic and cultural influences exert pressure 
for homogenization have contributed a great deal to our understanding of cities today, 
and the politics of planning offers much evidence in support of their perspective.  
Canadians, for example, have watched since the 1950s as their cities changed to resemble 
the way American cities had already begun to look before World War II.  The first 
American-style suburb was Don Mills in Toronto, which was being built in the early 
1950s (Sewell 1993).  The Place Ville Marie office tower complex in Montreal, an 
enterprise of the New York developer William Zeckendorf, was completed in 1962 
(Collier 1974).  In 1965 the Toronto-Dominion Centre, an office tower complex designed 
by the eminent Chicago-based modernist architect Mies van der Rohe, was being built in 
Toronto (Lorimer 1978). Today both suburbs and downtown cores across the country 
resemble those of American cities, the overall urban structure more compact (Goldberg 
and Mercer 1986: ch 7), but the style indistinguishable at ground level, as witness the fact 
that many American movies are shot on location in Toronto, Vancouver, Montreal and 
other Canadian cities. More recently, the influences have spread to Europe.  La Défence 
in Paris is a forest of high-rises and London's Covent Garden, a long-established 
wholesale food market and working-class neighbourhood, has become a fashionable mall 
surrounded by up-scale shopping, restaurants and entertainment.  The area has more 
historical depth than any city in North America can manage, but otherwise it is pattened 
on many similar developments across the Atlantic.  La Défence and Covent Garden are 
only two of many similar examples.     

All that is widely understood, but, although America is clearly the dominant cultural 
influence, the influences do not all flow in one direction.  We can see that, once again, by 
looking at recent North American urban development from a Canadian perspective.  A 
marked difference between Canadian and American suburban development was the fact 
that, while American suburbs were, to a very large extent, the product of a decentralized 
building and development industry, the Canadian government deliberately fostered the 
establishment of large developers, operating in a more highly regulated environment than 
their American counterparts (Carver 1948, Bacher 1993, Cullingworth 1987: ch 12, Leo 
1995a).  For some time, the Canadian adoption of American patterns of urban design con-
tinued under the auspices of divergent organizational principles, with the American 
development industry continuing to be relatively decentralized, the Canadian one highly 
centralized.  In the 1980s, however, as downtown revitalization came into vogue in the 
United States, so did the need for developers who were able to take on large projects and 
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cope with regulatory intricacies.  Canadian developers, accustomed to operating on a 
large scale in a highly regulated environment found a market niche ideally suited for 
them.  Already in the early 1980s, Cadillac Fairview was undertaking a $1-billion 
development in a five-block area of downtown Los Angeles; Daon was developing 
several office towers in various US cities and had become the second-largest publicly-
owned real estate firm in North America; and Olympia and York's development of 
Battery Park City at the foot of Manhattan Island was underway (Newman 1982, 29, 110, 
112, 222).  To be sure, the story of Canadian developers in the United States has not 
always been good news for the developers.  Both Daon and Olympia and York collapsed 
in the turbulent land markets of the 1980s and early 1990s.  Nevertheless, Canadian 
developers have become a factor in American real estate markets.   

One reason why a centralized, regulated development industry found a niche in the free-
wheeling American market is that the American market is not as free-wheeling as it once 
was.  In part, this is due to the very nature of downtown redevelopment, which often ne-
cessitates large-scale development, a challenge to which the giant Canadian developers 
were well-suited.  In addition, the vicissitudes of redevlopment in a previously densely-
developed area include extensive interaction with municipal authorities, a challenge for 
which Canadian developers' experience in a more regulated environment prepared them.  
But it is not just a matter of large projects requiring extensive consultation over curb cuts, 
utility corridors, water connections, zoning regulations, and a host of other matters, 
significant as that is.  The public-private partnerships which were a recurring theme of 
American downtown revitalization required local governments to display more flexibility 
and adopt a more entrepreneurial spirit than had been customary in the past (Frieden and 
Sagalyn 1989).  But they also demanded of the developer a willingness and ability to 
engage in extensive and complex dealings with government officials.  Canadian 
developers were well-placed to succeed in the American market because that market was 
becoming more regulated.  In other words, in this respect, the United States was 
becoming a bit more like Canada, or Europe for that matter.                  

The move to a more regulated environment extends far beyond downtown 
redevelopment, indeed, is so far-reaching that we can only touch on it here.  There is a 
growing interest in a variety of state interventions designed to combat the ills of both 
urban sprawl and inner city decay.  In considering these regulatory initiatives, it becomes 
more and more difficult, with the passage of time, to draw systematic distinctions 
between Canadian and American approaches. A sizeable American literature on growth 
controls demonstrates that there has been a growing interest since the 1970s in local or 
state government control of new development, despite mixed results.5  Design controls 
and programmes of bonussing and linkage are being instituted in many cities on both 
sides of the border, and are spreading from city to city (Herrero 1991, Goetz 1991, Dreier 
and Erlich 1991, Altschuler 1993).  It is no longer as clear as it once was who is "ahead" 
in this move toward more political intervention in the development process.  For 
example, Vancouver has had very stringent design controls since the early 1970s, 
                                                
5Among the useful sources are are Downs 1988, Baldassare 1986 and Gottdiener 1983. 
Altshuler 1993 offers a good overview of measures in the United States designed to make 
some of the proceeds of new development available for other purposes.   



 9 

undoubtedly more stringent than any others in Canada, and probably in the United States 
as well.  Portland, Oregon, and the state of Oregon, began also in the 1970s to establish, 
not only an extensive regimen of design controls, but also strict regulations governing 
development at the urban fringe (Abbott 1983; Abbott, Howe and Adler 1994; Knaap and 
Nelson 1992).  Oregon's Urban Growth Boundaries are more stringent and 
comprehensive than any currently in force in Canada.   

A conspicuous remaining difference between the two countries is that United States 
regulation measures, as well as the opposition to them, are more oriented to court action 
than those in Canada.  A dispute that, in the United States, might be resolved in the courts 
would, in Canada, more likely be fought out on the floor of city council, before a provin-
cial municipal board, or around the provincial cabinet table.  Undoubtedly other 
differences could be identified, and such differences are significant, but our main point is 
that many American local and state governments have become more interventionist in 
recent decades in their regulation of urban development, and that many of the same 
methods are being used in the two countries to respond to problems of urban sprawl and 
downtown decay.    It is clear, from the examples we have looked at, that significant 
convergence is taking place, that, in  at least some respects, the similar problems cities 
face are evoking similar responses in a world where technological, economic and even 
political influences are global in scope.   

3. The politics of particularity 

If much of the globalization literature stresses, or even assumes, homogenization of cities 
in the face of global pressures, there is also an emerging literature that cultivates an eye 
for local particularity, while placing local politics in a global context .6  If we cull from 
that literature, and add to it some material from a growing stock of cross-nationally 
comparative studies of urban politics,7 we can gain some insights into the degree to which 
politics "still matters" (Stone 1987: 4), despite the overwhelming importance of global 
economic forces.    As we have throughout this chapter, we will focus on the politics of 
urban planning and development.  Given the practical necessity of tailoring our 
investigation to the available literature in a field that is still young, we will pay special 
attention to the politics of inner city redevelopment.   

                                                
6Much of this literature grows out of sociological and geographic studies.  Students of 
politics have shown less interest (Sassen 1991; Pickvance and Preteceille 1991; Goodwin 
et al 1993; Lauria 1994b; Stoker  1990; Leo 1994, 1995b).   
7A joint British-American conference at the University of Bristol in 1994 added a good 
deal of impetus to a field that had been developing slowly in previous years (Chen and 
Orum 1994, Di Gaetano and Klemanski 1994, Fainstein 1994, Ferrer and Van Til 1994, 
Hambleton 1994, Jauhiainen 1994, Jezierski 1994, Lauria 1994b, Savitch and Kantor 
1994, Molotch and Vicari 1988, Pickvance and Preteceille 1991, Savitch 1988, Stoker 
1990, Vicari and Molotch 1990).   
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It is useful to think of the bargaining over urban development as involving three parties: 
the state, capital and citizens8.  We will begin by comparing the relationship between the 
state and citizens on the two continents and then look at the more crucial relationship 
between the state and capital.  The data base is slender, and our findings are preliminary.  
The intention is to contribute to the attempt to gain an overview of the differences 
between European and North American city politics.  Others have already made 
contributions to that attempt (Savitch 1988, Savitch and Kantor 1994, Fainstein 1994), 
but as yet no single, widely-accepted approach has emerged, and the time for its 
emergence is probably still well in the future.  What we will find in our investigation is 
nicely summarized in a comment of Goodwin et al (1993: 85) on the impact of the global 
economy upon local governance:  "Market criteria have to be imposed on wide areas of 
state activity, and this process is one of conflict and struggle, not automatic technical 
change."                              

3.1. The role of citizens 

Case studies comparing Paris with New York show a marked difference in the degree of 
legitimacy accorded to direct participation of citizens in the process of urban 
development.  For example, Savitch (1988: 59, 60), in comparing New York with Paris, 
classifies New York City's decision-making process as "a blend of corporatism and 
pluralism."  He finds corporatism in both cities, but it is New York's distinctive feature 
that "non-established groups, with few resources and no privileged access" can wield 
pivotal influence, especially if the corporatist decision-making process, involving "top 
politicians... business, labour, interest groups and community boards" gets bogged down.  
His strongest example of the potential of citizen opposition is the case of Westway, a 
massive Manhattan road-building scheme, which was first proposed in 1969, encountered 
fierce resistance, and had still not been built at the writing of his study.  In Paris, by 
contrast, where "mobilizing corporatism" holds sway, "[m]ass opposition to the political 
elite is surprisingly limited... Relatively few decisions evoke the ire of the citizenry." 
(Savitch 1988: 137)  In three case studies, Savitch found citizen opposition once, and 
then only "at the eleventh hour".  In that case, the opposition, as he demonstrates in some 
detail, did not significantly influence the outcome. 

Savitch's findings are supported in Body-Gendrot (1987: 126, 129-30), a study of a rare 
Parisian case of relatively successful neighbourhood resistance to a major development 
that came only after a large part of the neighbourhood had already been redeveloped with 
"35-floor towers".  The author prefaces her account with a characterization of France as a 
"strong-state society" where "particular wills" are "not as well-protected as in the United 
States."  It is clear, from both her account and Savitch's three case studies, that the 
position of ordinary citizens in Parisian development politics is very different from that in 
New York.  Two other case studies (Fainstein 1994) confirm New York's side of that di-
chotomy, while making it clear that, although the legitimacy of citizen involvement is 
                                                
8The term "citizen" is being used here in the general sense of "resident" or "the public", a 
common usage in the North American political science literature.  The connotation that 
citizens should be viewed as holders of a particular status or as persons with particular 
rights and obligations (as in Isin 1992) is not intended here.   
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well-established, its ultimate effect is often marginal.  Broadly, her findings coincide with 
the others'.9 

In these studies New York and Paris are poles in the North American-European 
dichotomy, and it is clear that they respectively reflect modi operandi   that are 
observable elsewhere on the two continents.  At the same time, there is intra-continental 
variation -- perhaps, given the slender data base, more than anyone suspects.  Some of 
that variation is visible in case studies of British and Canadian urban development 
politics, and it suggests that those nations occupy a middle position between the poles 
represented by New York and Paris.  Both Savitch (1988) and Fainstein (1994) include 
London in their comparative case studies, and their findings are interesting.   

Savitch, having found a corporatist-pluralist hybred in New York and mobilizing corpo-
ratism in Paris, characterizes London politics with the term "liberal corporatism".  In 
brief, his argument is that in London, as in New York, but not Paris, citizen input is a 
regular feature of development politics, but the response of the state is different.  In New 
York, he observes, citizen groups remain independent of the state throughout the 
decision-making process, battering the state from outside when they disagree with 
proposals.  In London, representatives of protesting groups that prove their mettle in the 
political arena are incorporated into the decision-making process, thereby on one hand 
giving them a direct role in decision-making and, on the other, neutralizing them as 
opponents.10   

For example, in the chic commercial redevelopment of the rooted working class 
neighbourhood of Covent Garden the Covent Garden Community Association (CCGA), 
"a fiery and effective pressure group" (Savitch 1988, 219-22), with a radical political 
style "embarrassed public officials with its skill and thoroughness."  The response of the 
state was the formation of a representative body, elected from the community.  As a 
result, "[w]hat had once been an opposition was suddenly converted into a collaborative 
organization with special access to decision-makers."  The upshot was a redevelopment 
that was humanized in scale and appearance, and more protective of the neighbourhood's 
environment and history, than the original proposals, and that incorporated some benefits 
to local residents.  At the same time, a working-class neighbourhood was gentrified and 
transformed into "one of the most chic locales in Central London."  The example 
suggests a much greater seriousness about citizen input in London than in Paris, but a 
very different style than in New York.   

                                                
9Fainstein could be interpreted as arguing the ultimate marginality of citizen participation 
somewhat more strongly than Savitch.    
10It is interesting to note that in the rare case of successful citizen opposition in Paris 
reported by Body-Gendrot (1987), leaders of the neighbourhood organization -- which 
benefited from the advice of some residents who had inside knowledge of politics and 
administration -- made a point of declaring and maintaining their independence of 
political parties, precisely so that they would not be co-opted.     
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In four comparative case studies of development projects in New York and London -- 
two in each city -- Fainstein (1994) produces broadly similar findings.11  In all four cases, 
citizen participation occurred, and was accepted by the authorities, as a matter of course.  
And although Fainstein does not report any actual co-optation of community 
representatives onto government bodies, as Savitch does, it is notable that in both the 
London cases the citizen groups were given financial assistance by the government, while 
no government finance for citizens was reported in either New York case.  On this 
evidence, as on Savitch's, if Paris and New York are the poles, London is somewhere in 
the middle of the spectrum.   

Comparable observations could be made about the Canadian situation.  Citizen 
participation in urban development decisions is a legitimized, though sporadic, part of the 
political process (Sancton 1991: 473).  In the 1970s, there were a number of high-profile 
citizen rebellions against development initiatives.  Among the best-known of these cases 
was the Marlborough Avenue campaign against Marathon Realty's Summerhill Square 
development in Toronto, in which local residents fought a tenacious battle before city 
council and in the court of local public opinion to win a modest list of concessions from 
the developer (Granatstein 1971).   Also in the 1970s, a series of citizen uprisings against 
urban expressway schemes proved partly responsible for the fact that most Canadian 
inner-city neighbourhoods remain largely unscathed by multi-lane highways.  A major 
factor in the greater success of such initiatives in Canada than the United States, however, 
was the paucity of federal government funding for expressways (Leo 1977).12  In the 
1980s, the Downtown Eastside Residents' Association, representing the residents of 
Vancouver's Skid Road area, won a number of remarkable concessions from local 
government in the area of cooperative housing and tenants' rights (Ley 1994).  These and 
similar efforts, however, have been sporadic, and have been preceded and followed by 
periods of dormancy.    

Perhaps the most striking example of institutionalized citizen participation in Canada is 
the development permit approval process in Vancouver, in which notice of any new 
development is posted in the neighbourhood affected, details of the plans are made 
available to the public, and then a process of consultations and hearings takes place in 
which the developer is required to respond to the concerns of citizens and to conform to a 
rigorous set of design guidelines (Leo 1994).  This, however, has the earmarks of the co-
optation evident in the Savitch (1988) data on Covent Garden.  On the available evidence, 
Canada, like Britain, appears to be a mid-Atlantic case:  Canadian urban politics is clearly 
more amenable than French to citizen initiatives, but seemingly less so than that of the 
United States, or at least of New York City.         
                                                
11Fainstein's book actually contains six case studies in all, but since neither of the two 
others -- Docklands and Battery Park -- involved new development in the middle of 
established neighbourhoods, they are less helpful in comparing the role of citizens in the 
making of development decisions.     
12As well, a demonstration effect was operating:  The opportunity to watch as numerous 
American cities were carved up by expressways undoubtedly affected the attitudes of 
Canadians.  In any event, it is not being argued here that Canadian politics is more 
amenable than American to citizen involvelment.  On the contrary.  
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3.2. The state and capital 

However important citizen participation may be in the political scheme of things, it is 
also clear, from what we have seen, and from a variety of other evidence, that the actual 
impact of citizen initiatives on the shape of urban development is limited.  At its most 
potent, citizen participation can score some successes, usually partial ones.  At its least 
influential, it is window-dressing or is altogether absent.  The same cannot be said of the 
influence of capital.  Therefore, we turn now to the more interesting and more crucial 
question of how the relationship between the state and capital differ in European and 
North American politics of downtown redevelopment.  The available literature points to a 
striking contrast that directly affects the interactions, and the respective roles, of capital 
and the state in the process of urban development:  The European national state has a 
markedly more prominent role in local decision-making than the American one.   

For example, in an Italian case study, Vicari and Molotch (1990: 619) argued that growth 
machines do not exist there as they do in the United States because of national regulation 
of land use, a highly -centralized party machinery, "systematically integrated with lower 
echelons", and the fact that "local government is not financially or legislatively 
independent of the central state".  All of these factors, according to them, combine to 
insulate local government from the kind of development pressures that are a familiar 
feature of North American politics.  The influence of capital is wielded at the national 
level, especially through party machinery, where land development interests must vie 
with industrial, financial and other political interests for attention (Molotch and Vicari 
1988).  A number of Parisian case studies (Body-Gendrot 1987, Savitch 1988) paint a 
comparable picture of French politics.  There, a strong, activist, centralized government, 
and a powerful national bureaucracy play a more directive role in development than any 
found in North America.  Savitch (1988: 134) comments: "It is not uncommon for French 
developers to behave as supplicants to a powerful class of technocrats."  Here, as in Italy, 
pressures from land developers are only one of a wider array influences upon a state 
marked by a high degree of integration between national and local levels. 

Savitch's studies of New York predictably find decision-making on development matters 
lodged primarily at the local level, and far more exposed to direct pressures from 
developers.  He notes (1988: 59) that decision-making is marked by "the city's perceived 
need to attract investment, increase the value of land, augment tax revenues, provide 
jobs..."  Fainstein (1994: 164, 166), drawing conclusions from a series of case studies 
comparing New York and London, adds that both Mayors Koch and Dinkins "felt 
compelled to respond to every notice by a major firm that it was considering a move to 
New Jersey with a counter-offer..." and observes:  "In both London and New York... 
projects had government sponsors, but the willingness of government to offer direct 
subsidy to the developer was far greater in the latter city."    

Savitch's British cases offer an interesting comparison and contrast.  Although the central 
government's creation, and subsequent abolition, of the Greater London Council, both by 
fiat, have earned it a formidable reputation for high-handedness, Savitch's studies of de-
velopment politics find a less centralized situation there than in France.  The national 
government is actively involved in development decisions, but Savitch finds a 
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relationship more marked by central-local competition there than in France, and his case 
studies picture a robustly competitive political arena, with local governments that do not 
appear as agents of the centre.  He comments (1988: 203, fn 4): "If it wishes, the central 
government can override the local oppostion with impunity, but it rarely does... relative 
to interest groups, French government is far more centralized and monolithic than British 
government."  From that evidence, it would appear that here, as in the matter of citizen 
participation, Britain occupies a mid-Atlantic position. 

Canada occupies a different, but similarly ambivalent, mid-Atlantic position.  Canadian 
cities, like American ones, are directly exposed to developer pressures, because they are 
primarily responsible for decisions relating to land use.  City governments negotiate with 
developers, as Toronto's local authorities did in the Marborough Avenue case referred to 
above, and if their bargaining position is weak, they may find themselves making 
massive financial and material concessions, as Edmonton did in the Bank of Montreal 
and Eaton Centre developments (Leo 1995b) and Winnipeg did in its dealings with 
Trizec (Walker, 1979).  However, although the federal government does not exercise 
supervision over local land use, it has, as we have noted already, involved itself very 
significantly in local development, through a wide range of measures, including 
federally-owned corporations that sponsored such redevelopments as Toronto's 
Harbourfront and Vancouver's Granville Island; participation in a tri-level bureaucracy 
that managed the Core Area Initiative, a multi-faceted programme for the revitalization of 
Winnipeg's inner city; and federal programmes to finance the relocation of downtown 
railway properties and the construction of convention centres (Leo and Fenton 1990).  
Canada's non-directive but interventionist federal government places Canada, like 
Britain, in a mid-Atlantic position in our comparison.       

4. Conclusions 

In this chapter, we have considered what happens to the study of the politics of urban de-
velopment and planning when it is placed in a global context.  We contrasted Peterson's 
narrow view of globalization's impact upon urban politics, which is grounded in tempo-
rally and spatially limited distinctions between different levels of government, with the 
broader conception flowing from regulation theory, which directs our attention to the 
need to view local politics, not only in a national political and economic context, but also 
in the context of the global economy and global society.  We then applied that lesson to 
an examination of the politics of urban development and planning and considered, first 
how pressures that are global in scope are are having a homogenizing effect and then how 
politics asserts itself to forge important local differences in the responses to globalization.  
It was not, however, local politics per se that made the crucial difference, it was the role 
of the national state in city politics.  Drawing upon case studies, we found that the strong 
national state presence in urban politics that was evident in France and Italy was 
associated, on one hand, with a political environment that tended to be unreceptive to 
grass-roots participation in urban development decisions and, on the other, with more 
state control and less clout for developers in urban development decisions.  In the United 
States, by contrast, we found the opposite situation: a more receptive environment for 
grass-roots participation and developers who were better-placed to exert direct influence 
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upon urban development.  In Britain and Canada, a more complex, mixed picture, a mid-
Atlantic state of affairs, was discernable in the data. 

Another way of summarizing our findings about national power and the character of local 
politics is to say that, in the United States, power is more fragmented than it is in Europe, 
and that this fragmentation is not just a matter of a different way of doing things, but also 
has consequences for political outcomes.  The fact that the national state has less say over 
local affairs enhances the power of one group, the development industry, in relation to 
other social groups and this, in turn, affects the way cities are governed and ultimately the 
way they look and the kind of society that develops there.  These findings confirm the ar-
gument in Newton's (1975) classic article, in which he contends that fragmentation of 
power affects social class, political structure and the distribution of public goods.   

Our findings are based on careful, detailed case studies, but it needs to be stressed that it 
is an emerging, and therefore slender, data-base.  Any conclusions we can draw from it 
are necessarily tentative and hypothetical.  However, such tentative findings can play a 
useful role in mapping out directions for research, even if some of them are subsequently 
invalidated. It is appropriate, therefore, to end this investigation on a somewhat 
speculative note, offering clues to future research by drawing out some of the possible 
implications of current findings. 
4.1. National and local states        

Our findings suggest that Peterson's deliniation of clearly distinguishable national and 
local policy spheres and fiscal capacities does not reflect the reality of European city 
politics.  That lack of salience is visible in the fact that discussion of Peterson's works has 
been primarily a North American, and especially American, preoccupation.  It is also 
visible in differences between European and American cities and city politics.   

In our New York cases, we found comparative local autonomy in land development mat-
ters, with local authorities that had a great deal of control over their own land use 
policies, while the national government tended to keep hands off.  This is a common state 
of affairs in the United States.  Decisions about land use are largely a result of bargaining 
between local authorities, the developers or other corporate interests that are proposing 
new developments, and any citizens that become involved in the decision-making 
process.  Two sets of power relationships emerge from this constellation of political 
forces.  One is that between corporations, some of them with deep pockets and far-flung 
international interests, and local governments that may be very vulnerable.  Their 
vulnerability may be heightened by the ever-increasing mobility of finance and of 
corporate offices and industrial branches.13  In many cases, corporations deliberately 
ignite bidding wars between municipalities to see where they can get the most generous 
assistance and the most liberal land use regimes.   

                                                
13By the same token, it can be minimized by a city's superior attractiveness as a location 
for business.  (Leo 1994, cf Kantor 1987: 496)  
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The other power relationship typical of decisions about urban development is that 
between the local state and citizens, sometimes representing the neighbourhoods most 
affected by a development proposal, and sometimes constituting broader coalitions.  Our 
case studies suggest that direct citizen participation in the making of particular 
development decisions is a more important factor in the United States than in continental 
Europe.  All of these political conventions are reinforced by characteristic features of 
American political culture, including a widely-held belief in the importance of allowing 
private enterprise to operate with a minimum of hindrance; a belief in local autonomy, 
which takes the concrete form of the widely-observed principle of local "home rule"; a 
suspicion of "big government", especially if that government is a national government; 
and a suspicion of powerful, interventionist government, whether local, regional or 
national. 

In the continental European examples that are available for this study, by contrast, there 
is much more involvement by national-level politicians and officials in the process of 
making decisions about land use.  Greater national government involvement in urban 
affairs tends to shift the determination of urban policy from competition between 
corporations and relatively weak municipal governments to a bargaining process 
involving national governments with corporations that are able to wield influence at that 
level, many or most of which are not in the land development business.  The fact that 
interurban competition for development is not as prominent a feature of European as of 
American urban politics stems in part from the frequently active role of national 
governments in urban development, a role that necessarily includes centralized allocation 
of development opportunities, together with at least some presumption that each city will 
get a share.14  Likewise, the fact that decay of inner cities is a less pressing problem in 
Europe than in the United States is undoubtedly traceable in part to the stronger national 
political role in cities, which, again, is bound to imply, in some degree, a national 
commitment to the health of those cities.   

Not only does the more powerful role of the national state enhance the state's position in 
its bargaining with corporate interests.  It creates a situation that, from an American 
perspective, might appear as undue subordination to the state.  From a European 
perspective, a more apt formulation might be that the involvement of national-level 
politicians in land use decisions produces something closer to a level playing-field in the 
bargaining between the state and capital than is found in the United States.  At the same 
time, direct citizen participation is much less of a factor in continental European urban 
politics than in the United States. 

4.2. Implications for regime theory 

Our findings also point to the need for a re-evaluation of regime theory in light of the in-
sights that come from looking at urban politics in a national and global context.  
Although regime studies do not make Peterson's mistake of arguing as if the division of 
functions between levels of government characteristic of the United States represent 
                                                
14The national government's doling-out of its share of development to each city and 
region is also a conspicuous feature of Canadian politics. (Bakvis 1991)  
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fundamental attributes of all government, neither do they offer much help in dealing with 
the reality of complex intergovernmental patterns of social production.  Indeed, regime 
theory has paid scant attention to the global context of local politics.  Although there have 
been exceptions, in practice regime research has focussed on urban case studies, usually 
of a single city (Shefter 1985, Stone 1989, Whelan 1987, Whelan, Young and Lauria 
1994), sometimes comparing two cities (DiGaetano and Klemanski 1993, Lauria 1994b), 
and generally not viewed in a global context.15   

Placing local politics in a global and national context introduces considerations that have 
not, in any systematic way, been integrated into regime theory.  If local policies are being 
produced, now by one or another level of government, now by complex interactions 
among two or three levels, what happens to regime theory?  How do we conceptualize the 
political base for such decision-making?  Will we have more than one regime per city, 
one locally based, another with a regional political base and perhaps a third relying on 
some combination of local, national and regional support?  Perhaps, instead of regimes, it 
will prove more useful, in the first instance, to think in terms of coalitions, overlapping to 
be sure, but each differently constituted to address a different set of policy concerns: one 
focussing on economic development, another on housing, a third on environmental prob-
lems, some entirely local in their composition, others more broadly-based.  At the end of 
the day, however, there is a panoply of decision-makers who, among them, determine the 
course of events in any given city.  Some means ought to be available to conceptualize 
this state of affairs, but it would necessarily take us beyond regime theory in its present 
state.   

This is not to suggest that regime theory has outlived its usefulness.  It has produced 
formidable insights and offers important and otherwise unavailable lessons about what is 
involved in building a political coalition and holding it together, and about how the task 
of coalition-building changes depending on whether its purpose is downtown 
development, neighbourhood improvement or frugal use of taxpayers' money.  These 
lessons greatly clarify the conditions for successful political action, whatever level of 
government is brought into the engagement.  But they do not capture the complexity of 
the urban governments we find when we view them in a global context, or undertake 
cross-national comparisons.  Deciding how our understanding of urban regimes fits into 
the context of national politics and the global economy is an important question for future 
reflection and research.   

4.3. Applications        

The comparative study of urban political economy, and of the various responses to the 
pressures of globalization is not only important to academics. It has immediate practical 
significance as well. The ubiquity of the pressures of globalization upon cities means that 
they have more and more to learn from each other's experiences. A globally-oriented 
analysis of city politics can play a useful role in that process of learning and adaptation.   
It may be that the fate of some American inner cities are an object lesson to America and 
                                                
15Depending on exactly how "regime theory" is defined, the following could be cited as 
exceptions: Horan 1990, Fainstein 1994, Feagin 1987 and Smith and Feagin 1988.   



 18 

the world, but there are also more edifying lessons to be learned from the way United 
States cities are governed.  If urban politics in a wired world is to have any prospects of 
constructively channelling the forces of globalization, it is unlikely that this will be 
accomplished, in the long run, without involving the public far more actively in decision-
making than they were in some of the European examples we have considered in this 
chapter.  Usable models are much more likely to be found in the United States where a 
tradition of individualism and populist politics has forced urban politicians and 
administrators to develop habits and techniques of public involvement that may well be 
applicable and useful elsewhere.   

It was possible for Peterson, and has also been so for much of the regime literature, to 
make important contributions to our understanding of urban politics while proceeding on 
the assumption that the national state was a discrete entity, cleanly separable from local 
politics.  In a global perspective that is not possible, because, once we start looking at 
cities comparatively in terms of the global influences that help to shape them, we cannot 
carry out meaningful comparisons without considering the full range of things 
governments do, or refrain from doing, in cities.  Our unit of analysis must become, not 
just the local regime, but all of the forces that help to shape political decision-making in 
and for the city, whether they originate at the local, regional or national level.  What is 
more, the influence of such supra-national governmental and quasi-governmental 
institutions as the European Union and the North American Free Trade Agreement are 
sure to be felt in the administration of cities, and they too will have to be included, at 
least peripherally, in our understanding of urban politics.  It is a fascinating challenge, 
that poses interesting and complex analytical problems.      
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City Politics in an Era of Globalization 

by Christopher Leo 

Abstract 

This paper examines the impact of globalization on the politics of urban planning 

and development.  One of globalization's most striking effects is the way it homogenizes 

society.  By exposing more and more people to the same ideas, images and market 

pressures, it exerts pressures on societies, cultures, and political practices to become more 

like each other, as anyone will testify who has watched as Canadian and American cities 

that once had their own local character gradually become decked out with identical high-

rise towers, expressway systems, downtown loops and McDonald's restaurants.  These 

same influences have been felt around the world, but with varying degrees of intensity, 

partly because the political responses to them have varied.  Drawing on an emerging 

literature of cross-nationally comparative case studies, we consider the differential 

political responses to some of the pressures of globalization in North America and 

Europe.  The paper contends that meaningful comparisons are possible only if we 

consider the influence of national and regional as well as local states on the process of 

urban development.  It finds a strong national state presence in urban politics that is 

evident in continental Europe is associated, on one hand, with a political environment 

that tends to be unreceptive to grass-roots participation in urban development decisions 

and, on the other, with more state control and less clout for developers in urban 

development decisions.  In the United States, it finds the opposite situation: a more 

receptive environment for grass-roots participation and developers who are better-placed 

to exert direct influence upon urban development.  In Britain and Canada, we find a more 

complex, "mid-Atlantic" state of affairs.  The paper examines the implications of these 

findings, for urban regime theory and for our understanding of city politics generally.        



City Politics in an Era of Globalization16 

by Christopher Leo 

1. Introduction 

Local politics has long been subject to influences originating in the global 

economy, but it is only lately that students of urban political economy have begun to 

appropriate a language and a set of concepts intended to comprehend that reality.  Much 

work remains to be done.  In this chapter, we look at urban politics in North America and 

Europe, with special attention to the politics of planning and development, ask how 

globalization is changing the political landscape, and enquire into the local political 

response to the challenge of globalization.  This question has not been given the attention 

it deserves.  Much of the literature tends, either to assume that globalization is bringing 

about a massive homogenization in the development of cities, or to observe significant 

political differences in different juridsdictions without reference to the literature that 

points to homogenization.  In our review, we will observe substantial homogenization, 

and take a look at the dynamics that drive it, but we will also note local and national 

political differences that are capable of exerting significant influence on the way 

globalization affects city development.  Comparing continental Europe with the United 

States, we will argue that the greater involvement of the European national state in local 

politics produces a more nearly level playing-field in bargaining between the state and 

capital.  At the same time, we find a greater American penchant for involvement of the 

                                                
16Thanks to Joe Painter, Mark Goodwin and Bob Jessop for exceptionally helpful 
critiques of an earlier draft of this paper, and to Mick Lauria for imaginative, smart, 
tactful and firm organization of our collective scholarly venture.  I also very much 
appreciate the research assistance that I received from Mike Gray, Michelle Mathae and 
Krista Boryskavich.  And I am grateful to the Social Science and Humanities Research 
Council of Canada, the University of Winnipeg and the University's Institute of Urban 
Studies for financial and other support.  While it would be nice also to spread the blame 
for errors, I must unfortunately take all that on myself.     
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public in decision-making about urban development, a penchant that is likely to prove an 

important asset in the local politics that is emerging under the aegis of globalization. 

In looking at city politics, we are undertaking a study of urban regimes in the sense 

that we are concerned with the formal and informal "arrangements by which public 

bodies  and private interests function together in order to be able to make and carry out 

governing decisions (Stone 1989: 6)."  However, we depart from most of the regime 

literature in looking at city governance in a national perspective, ie integrating politics at 

the regional (state and provincial respectively in the case of the United States and 

Canada) and national levels of government into our conception of urban politics.  Indeed, 

as noted, one of our main findings involves observations about contrasting roles of 

national governments in city politics.   

Our argument is that, in the politics of planning and development, cities are being 

subjected to a wide range of pressures for homogenization, of urban built form, of urban 

physical structure and of administrative and political arrangements, as a result of 

technological and economic developments that are global in scope.  At the same time, 

urban governance asserts local particularity -- local ideas of how cities should be 

governed, how they should look, and what the social milieu should be -- in the face of 

these homogenizing pressures.  We find that these two pressures -- the push for 

homogenization and the assertion of particularity -- are both important, both help to shape 

cities and the ways they are governed, but neither enjoys absolute dominance.  We note 

therefore that, although cities in Europe and North America are facing many of the same 

problems and often reacting to them in similar ways, important and deeply-rooted 

differences remain, and exert major influence.  However, in order to undertake our 

investigation, and to bring globalization and the role of national governments in local 

affairs into the argument, we need to consider other literature that has dealt with these 

questions.                           

1.1. Peterson: primacy of market forces 
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The study of city politics in the United States has encompassed a concern with 

globalization -- though it was not always designated by that term -- since the early 1980s.  

Paul Peterson's contention that city politics is dominated by a common interest in 

pursuing policies that "maintain or enhance the economic position, social prestige, or 

political power of the city..."  (Peterson 1981, 20) was based on the observation that there 

is pressure on cities to tailor their policies to the requirements of those who might choose 

to invest in the local economy.  His argument amounted, in effect, to a declaration that 

the global economy pre-determined a wide range of political outcomes.  Although the 

ideological assumptions and language in Peterson's book differed from that which 

dominates the literature about globalization, Peterson deserves credit for having been a 

pioneer in the study of the impact of globalization upon cities.    

The dissent against Peterson focussed on his argument that economic realities 

precluded extensive redistributive local politics, that the economic vulnerability of cities 

forced them to emphasize economic priorities over social ones, regardless of political 

preferences.  The response was that economic factors could not, by themselves, 

determine political outcomes.  For example, Mollenkopf (1983: 5) maintained that the 

political entrepreneurs who are the main source of urban policy are "driven by a political 

logic even more strongly than an economic one.  It is in the interaction between the 

political and economic logics, and the conflicts between the two, that the guiding force 

behind the life cycle of pro-growth coalitions may be discovered."  Likewise, Stone 

(1987: 4) asserted:  "Local decision-makers do not simply follow the imperatives that 

emanate from the national political economy… urban politics still matters."  

The American reaction to Peterson's argument did not highlight an aspect that 

seemed questionable from a Canadian perspective, and even more so from a European 

one: his assumption that there is a clear distinction between national and local policy 

spheres and correspondingly clear differences in fiscal capacity.  These differences 

between the conditions of national and local governance were a cornerstone of Peterson's 
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argument.  He was explicit in stating that nation states exercised substantial control over 

the flows of capital and labour over their boundaries and that they could therefore pursue 

social or redistributive objectives far more readily than local governments, but that local 

states, unable to regulate these flows, were forced to emphasize policies designed to 

attract investment over those designed to ease social distress (Peterson 1981, 17-30, 

passim ).      

The idea that there is a clear distinction between national and local spheres -- 

assuming it makes sense in the United States -- certainly breaks down when one tries to 

apply it to Canada.  A few examples will suffice to establish a point that is pursued in 

more detail elsewhere (Leo 1995a).  In cities across Canada, government programmes 

have had a major impact on inner cities.  These programmes have ranged from 

construction of downtown malls and public facilities, through heritage preservation and 

the construction and renovation of housing for all income levels to numerous job creation 

and training programmes and government funding for public and semi-private social 

agencies.  In Peterson's terms they constitute a jumble of both developmental and 

redistributive programmes.  If we took Peterson's theory seriously, we would have to 

predict that the former were generally local-government initiatives while the latter 

remained primarily a domain of either provincial or national governments.   

In fact, in case after case, these initiatives have involved either joint ventures of two 

or more levels of government, participation by provincial and national governments in 

local initiatives, or local participation in federal or provincial initiatives.  And local 

government participation did not, à la  Peterson, particularly lean toward developmental 

as opposed to redistributive ventures.  The city governments of both Toronto and 

Vancouver, for example, have played a major role in the development of subsidized 

housing and in Winnipeg the city government was an equal partner in a tri-level 

programme, the Core Area Initiative, that contained substantial redistributive elements. 

By the same token, both Toronto's Harbourfront development and Vancouver's Granville 
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Island were federal government initiatives that were primarily developmentally-oriented.  

Indeed, Harbourfront was widely criticized for an undue emphasis on its developmental 

elements, at the expense of redistributive programmes (Leo and Fenton 1990, Leo 1995a) 

, thereby placing the federal government squarely in the centre of a type of "local" 

political debate that occupies a prominent place in Peterson's discussion.          

The question of whether Peterson's insistence on fundamental differences between 

the capacities of local and national governments truly holds in the United States is 

perhaps better left to American commentators.  What is obvious to an observer from 

outside the United States is that Peterson's theory is tied to a specific set of political 

conventions and fiscal capacities. Assume a major change in local taxation powers or a 

national government willing and able to play an activist role in local affairs and the 

theory loses much of its force.17  These different conditions -- conditions tending to 

invalidate Peterson's theory -- exist, in varying degrees, in both Canada and Europe.  In 

Canada, a wide-ranging literature finds Canadian political culture to be more oriented 

than American to state intervention in society and the economy.18  One of the impacts 

upon urban politics of these differences is that, during the 1970s and 1980s, while the US 

federal government was reducing its involvement in local affairs, the Canadian 

government continued a wide range of interventions, including the establishment of state-

owned corporations to carry out local initiatives (Leo and Fenton 1990, Leo 1995a).     

In Europe, especially on the continent, the differences identifiable in a comparison 

with the United States are considerably more striking even than they are in Canada.  As 

we will see in more detail below, an emerging comparative literature observes levels of 

                                                
17Peterson tacitly acknowledges this in his final chapter when he proposes extensive 
federal intervention in local affairs as a way of overcoming the "city limits" he points to 
in the rest of the book.   
18Horowitz 1978, Frye 1982, Goldberg and Mercer 1986, Lipset 1990.  Garber and 
Imbroscio (1992), in arguing that Canadian city politics offers the necessary conditions 
for the operation of growth coalitions, seek to turn the debate in a different direction, but 
do not dispute the findings cited here. 
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national intervention in local affairs that are all but unthinkable in either the United States 

or Canada. (Body-Gendrot 1987, Klaassen and Cheshire 1993, Molotch and Vicari 1988, 

Savitch 1988, Vicari and Molotch 1990).  Savitch (1988: 136), characterizing the French 

system of urban development, says "Government is the dominant force in initiating and 

supervising major development... That presence is embodied in the actions of the national 

government... local governments and public corporations."  Body-Gendrot (1987: 126-

27) states flatly: "France... [has] a strong-state tradition... State power is not fragmented 

by... provinces, counties, cities and neighbourhoods."   

In short, Peterson was right to insist on the importance of the global economy, but 

his characterization of that influence has not travelled well, because the theory is only 

applicable to a specific set of political circumstances, circumstances that are more nearly 

reflective of American than Canadian or European city politics.  It is grounded, not in 

fundamental features of any nation's political economy, but in temporally and spatially 

limited distinctions between different levels of government (Cox 1991a, 1991b).  It has 

remained for regulationists to forge a theory that roots the relationship between 

economics and politics in more fundamental realities.                  

1.2. Regulation theory 

Regulation theory seeks its understanding of the fundamental nature of urban 

social, economic and political life in an investigation of how technology, the economy 

and social relations, including formal social organization of all kinds, evolve in relation 

to each other.  Using this method, it is possible -- to take a relatively clear and simple 

example -- to consider how the transition from an industrial system oriented to mass 

production  of standardized consumer products to one more oriented to small-batch 

production of more nearly customized products is related to the erosion of the welfare 

state.  Similarly, relationships can be identified among the erosion of the welfare state, 

the removal of many barriers to trade and the rapid development of technology that 

allows for instant communication and ever easier, world-wide movement of people, 
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goods, information and ideas (Harvey 1985, Storper and Walker 1989, Scott 1988).  It is 

important to emphasize that these are mutual interrelationships:  economic change helps 

to produce alterations in technology and changes in social organization, social 

transformation is involved in the production of economic and technological change, and 

so forth (Jessop 1991, 1995; Painter and Goodwin 1995).   

Thus -- again sticking to relatively simple examples --  regulationists have drawn 

on Henry Ford's insight that well-paid workers would be able to afford the cars they 

produced and argued that an industrial system oriented to mass production produces an 

influential source of political support for a welfare state which provides income and other 

social supports, thus ensuring a high level of mass consumption, hence the ability on the 

part of a lot of ordinary people to buy cars and a wide range of other mass-produced 

consumer goods.  It follows that a relative decline in the importance of mass production 

of standardized products removes an important part of the political basis for the welfare 

state and plays a role in forcing government withdrawal from or reduction of many 

former activities.          

The ability of the state to play its accustomed role is also undermined by the 

development of communications technology, which allows both the relatively easy 

relocation of industrial operations from one country to another and the movement of 

capital in the blink of an eye.  A political implication of this change is that the state loses 

much of the political power that flowed from its capacity effectively to control industry 

and finance within its borders.  That loss of control implies reduced ability to pursue 

traditional taxation and regulatory policies.  Here we catch an echo of Peterson (1981: 

25-29) who, writing in the late 1970s, proceeded from the premise that the national 

government enjoyed the power that comes from controlling the movement of capital and 

labour over its borders, but that local government did not.  Regulation theory argues that 

his premise was wrong, or only temporarily right.  Today it is obvious to any observer of 

politics that, not only cities, but also nations, are repeatedly subjected to the whims of the 
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global economy.  Just as developers, operating on a world scale, demand concessions for 

the construction of essentially identical shopping centres in cities around the world, so 

industrial and financial organizations demand similar tax concessions from Tory, Liberal 

and Social Democratic regimes alike.   

Thanks to its grounding in more fundamental realities, regulation theory shows us 

that Peterson's insight about political weakness in the face of economic necessity has a 

far wider application than he suspected.  It also provides for escape from the realm of 

parochial theorizing, based on temporally and spatially limited circumstances, and offers 

some theoretical grounding for the study of comparative urban political economy on an 

international level.  Thanks to influences originating in regulation theory, it is now 

becoming clear to students of urban political economy that local politics needs to be 

understood, not only in a national political and economic context, but also in the context 

of the global economy and global society.  We turn now to a consideration of how a 

recognition of the importance of the global economic, social and political context can 

affect our understanding of the politics of urban planning.            

2. Global homogenization  

It is nowhere more evident than in the politics of urban planning that local and 

national political practices and cultures interact with development norms that have 

become global.  Or, to put it another way, norms and practices based in the global 

economy have a "homogenizing" effect on local and national political cultures.  Among 

the homogenizing forces are the spread of technologies that have an impact on urban 

form, for example the private automobile which confers greater mobility upon a large 

number of people, and encourages lower-density development; computer and 

communications technology, which allows for further decentralization of residence and 

work-place; and the subway, which provides a transportation infrastructure that 

encourages the development of high-density commercial and residential concentrations 
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around subway stations. (Blumenfeld, 1967)  The result is similar suburban subdivisions, 

"edge cities", and high-density developments in widely-scattered cities.19   

A more personalized homogenizing influence is the demands of developers who 

seek to make their developments conform to international architectural norms and 

technical standards.  Often, meeting those demands necessitates compromises with, or 

abandonment of, locally-set standards of design or administrative and political practices.  

Another homogenizing stimulus is the example of other jurisdictions.  Administrators and 

politicians are constantly on the alert for ideas originating elsewhere that can be applied 

locally.  Two examples of ideas that have spread and had an important impact on cities in 

different parts of the world are urban development corporations as an administrative 

mechanism for downtown redevelopment projects and design controls as a way of 

creating a supposedly unique character for each neighbourhood -- a "uniqueness" that is 

often replicated in Chinatowns, coffee house districts and downtown malls in city after 

city.  Yet another homogenizing influence can be seen in international agreements and 

organizational structures, such as the North American Free Trade Agreement and the 

European Union, which compel many changes in local as well as national administrative 

norms. 

                                                
19Regulation theory reminds us that the global economy's homogenization of local 
planning systems -- together with local political resistance to these influences, which we 
will consider in the next section of this chapter -- are only one part of a far more complex 
set of relationships.  The global economy not only homogenizes, it also differentiates, 
through uneven development of different cities and different neighbourhoods, for 
example, and through cycles of urban decline and regeneration.  Likewise, politics not 
only resists homogenization, it also homogenizes.  The policies associated with the names 
of Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher played an important role in changing the 
character of economic policy-making around the world.  The example of Reaganism and 
Thatcherism also illustrates that the economy, in addition to acting upon politics, is also 
acted upon by it.  However, a recognition of all these complexities, and many more, does 
not prevent us from identifying relationships, and drawing out their implications, one at a 
time, as we are doing in these pages.    
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Much of the literature on globalization, especially the earlier literature, has tended 

to stress homogenization.  For example, in a discussion of the impact of the global 

economy on cities, Logan and Molotch (1987) classify all American cities into only five 

types, according to their economic function: headquarters cities, innovation centres, 

retirement centres, and so forth.  Noyelle and Stanbach (1983), approaching the same 

problematic from a different ideological perspective, identify four categories, albeit 11 

sub-types.  Storper and Walker (1989) consider how cities are shaped by industrial 

growth, while Scott (1990) enquires into how cities are shaped by the division of labour.  

All of them, of course, allow for differences among cities, but all concentrate on 

differences created by variations in the economic forces acting on them.  The cities 

become, in effect, urban units whose differences are seen primarily in terms of conditions 

and changes that are global in scope.  Fainstein (1994) looks at the influence of property 

development upon London and New York City, and strongly stresses similarities in the 

property developments she investigates.  Sorkin (1992, xii) offers perhaps the ultimate 

expression of this emphasis.  Complaining about the impact upon cities of technology and 

current development styles, he says, "The new city... eradicates genuine particularity in 

favour of a continuous urban field, a conceptual grid of boundless reach." 

Studies that emphasize the way global economic and cultural influences exert 

pressure for homogenization have contributed a great deal to our understanding of cities 

today, and the politics of planning offers much evidence in support of their perspective.  

Canadians, for example, have watched since the 1950s as their cities changed to resemble 

the way American cities had already begun to look before World War II.  The first 

American-style suburb was Don Mills in Toronto, which was being built in the early 

1950s (Sewell 1993).  The Place Ville Marie office tower complex in Montreal, an 

enterprise of the New York developer William Zeckendorf, was completed in 1962 

(Collier 1974).  In 1965 the Toronto-Dominion Centre, an office tower complex designed 

by the eminent Chicago-based modernist architect Mies van der Rohe, was being built in 
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Toronto (Lorimer 1978). Today both suburbs and downtown cores across the country 

resemble those of American cities, the overall urban structure more compact (Goldberg 

and Mercer 1986: ch 7), but the style indistinguishable at ground level, as witness the fact 

that many American movies are shot on location in Toronto, Vancouver, Montreal and 

other Canadian cities. More recently, the influences have spread to Europe.  La Défence 

in Paris is a forest of high-rises and London's Covent Garden, a long-established 

wholesale food market and working-class neighbourhood, has become a fashionable mall 

surrounded by up-scale shopping, restaurants and entertainment.  The area has more 

historical depth than any city in North America can manage, but otherwise it is pattened 

on many similar developments across the Atlantic.  La Défence and Covent Garden are 

only two of many similar examples.     

All that is widely understood, but, although America is clearly the dominant 

cultural influence, the influences do not all flow in one direction.  We can see that, once 

again, by looking at recent North American urban development from a Canadian 

perspective.  A marked difference between Canadian and American suburban 

development was the fact that, while American suburbs were, to a very large extent, the 

product of a decentralized building and development industry, the Canadian government 

deliberately fostered the establishment of large developers, operating in a more highly 

regulated environment than their American counterparts (Carver 1948, Bacher 1993, 

Cullingworth 1987: ch 12, Leo 1995a).  For some time, the Canadian adoption of 

American patterns of urban design continued under the auspices of divergent 

organizational principles, with the American development industry continuing to be 

relatively decentralized, the Canadian one highly centralized.  In the 1980s, however, as 

downtown revitalization came into vogue in the United States, so did the need for 

developers who were able to take on large projects and cope with regulatory intricacies.  

Canadian developers, accustomed to operating on a large scale in a highly regulated 

environment found a market niche ideally suited for them.  Already in the early 1980s, 
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Cadillac Fairview was undertaking a $1-billion development in a five-block area of 

downtown Los Angeles; Daon was developing several office towers in various US cities 

and had become the second-largest publicly-owned real estate firm in North America; 

and Olympia and York's development of Battery Park City at the foot of Manhattan 

Island was underway (Newman 1982, 29, 110, 112, 222).  To be sure, the story of 

Canadian developers in the United States has not always been good news for the 

developers.  Both Daon and Olympia and York collapsed in the turbulent land markets of 

the 1980s and early 1990s.  Nevertheless, Canadian developers have become a factor in 

American real estate markets.   

One reason why a centralized, regulated development industry found a niche in the 

free-wheeling American market is that the American market is not as free-wheeling as it 

once was.  In part, this is due to the very nature of downtown redevelopment, which often 

necessitates large-scale development, a challenge to which the giant Canadian developers 

were well-suited.  In addition, the vicissitudes of redevlopment in a previously densely-

developed area include extensive interaction with municipal authorities, a challenge for 

which Canadian developers' experience in a more regulated environment prepared them.  

But it is not just a matter of large projects requiring extensive consultation over curb cuts, 

utility corridors, water connections, zoning regulations, and a host of other matters, 

significant as that is.  The public-private partnerships which were a recurring theme of 

American downtown revitalization required local governments to display more flexibility 

and adopt a more entrepreneurial spirit than had been customary in the past (Frieden and 

Sagalyn 1989).  But they also demanded of the developer a willingness and ability to 

engage in extensive and complex dealings with government officials.  Canadian 

developers were well-placed to succeed in the American market because that market was 

becoming more regulated.  In other words, in this respect, the United States was 

becoming a bit more like Canada, or Europe for that matter.                  
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The move to a more regulated environment extends far beyond downtown 

redevelopment, indeed, is so far-reaching that we can only touch on it here.  There is a 

growing interest in a variety of state interventions designed to combat the ills of both 

urban sprawl and inner city decay.  In considering these regulatory initiatives, it becomes 

more and more difficult, with the passage of time, to draw systematic distinctions 

between Canadian and American approaches. A sizeable American literature on growth 

controls demonstrates that there has been a growing interest since the 1970s in local or 

state government control of new development, despite mixed results.20  Design controls 

and programmes of bonussing and linkage are being instituted in many cities on both 

sides of the border, and are spreading from city to city (Herrero 1991, Goetz 1991, Dreier 

and Erlich 1991, Altschuler 1993).  It is no longer as clear as it once was who is "ahead" 

in this move toward more political intervention in the development process.  For 

example, Vancouver has had very stringent design controls since the early 1970s, 

undoubtedly more stringent than any others in Canada, and probably in the United States 

as well.  Portland, Oregon, and the state of Oregon, began also in the 1970s to establish, 

not only an extensive regimen of design controls, but also strict regulations governing 

development at the urban fringe (Abbott 1983; Abbott, Howe and Adler 1994; Knaap and 

Nelson 1992).  Oregon's Urban Growth Boundaries are more stringent and 

comprehensive than any currently in force in Canada.   

A conspicuous remaining difference between the two countries is that United States 

regulation measures, as well as the opposition to them, are more oriented to court action 

than those in Canada.  A dispute that, in the United States, might be resolved in the courts 

would, in Canada, more likely be fought out on the floor of city council, before a 

provincial municipal board, or around the provincial cabinet table.  Undoubtedly other 

                                                
20Among the useful sources are are Downs 1988, Baldassare 1986 and Gottdiener 1983. 
Altshuler 1993 offers a good overview of measures in the United States designed to make 
some of the proceeds of new development available for other purposes.   
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differences could be identified, and such differences are significant, but our main point is 

that many American local and state governments have become more interventionist in 

recent decades in their regulation of urban development, and that many of the same 

methods are being used in the two countries to respond to problems of urban sprawl and 

downtown decay.    It is clear, from the examples we have looked at, that significant 

convergence is taking place, that, in  at least some respects, the similar problems cities 

face are evoking similar responses in a world where technological, economic and even 

political influences are global in scope.   

3. The politics of particularity 

If much of the globalization literature stresses, or even assumes, homogenization of 

cities in the face of global pressures, there is also an emerging literature that cultivates an 

eye for local particularity, while placing local politics in a global context .21  If we cull 

from that literature, and add to it some material from a growing stock of cross-nationally 

comparative studies of urban politics,22 we can gain some insights into the degree to 

which politics "still matters" (Stone 1987: 4), despite the overwhelming importance of 

global economic forces.    As we have throughout this chapter, we will focus on the 

politics of urban planning and development.  Given the practical necessity of tailoring our 

investigation to the available literature in a field that is still young, we will pay special 

attention to the politics of inner city redevelopment.   

                                                
21Much of this literature grows out of sociological and geographic studies.  Students of 
politics have shown less interest (Sassen 1991; Pickvance and Preteceille 1991; Goodwin 
et al 1993; Lauria 1994b; Stoker  1990; Leo 1994, 1995b).   
22A joint British-American conference at the University of Bristol in 1994 added a good 
deal of impetus to a field that had been developing slowly in previous years (Chen and 
Orum 1994, Di Gaetano and Klemanski 1994, Fainstein 1994, Ferrer and Van Til 1994, 
Hambleton 1994, Jauhiainen 1994, Jezierski 1994, Lauria 1994b, Savitch and Kantor 
1994, Molotch and Vicari 1988, Pickvance and Preteceille 1991, Savitch 1988, Stoker 
1990, Vicari and Molotch 1990).   
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It is useful to think of the bargaining over urban development as involving three 

parties: the state, capital and citizens23.  We will begin by comparing the relationship 

between the state and citizens on the two continents and then look at the more crucial 

relationship between the state and capital.  The data base is slender, and our findings are 

preliminary.  The intention is to contribute to the attempt to gain an overview of the 

differences between European and North American city politics.  Others have already 

made contributions to that attempt (Savitch 1988, Savitch and Kantor 1994, Fainstein 

1994), but as yet no single, widely-accepted approach has emerged, and the time for its 

emergence is probably still well in the future.  What we will find in our investigation is 

nicely summarized in a comment of Goodwin et al (1993: 85) on the impact of the global 

economy upon local governance:  "Market criteria have to be imposed on wide areas of 

state activity, and this process is one of conflict and struggle, not automatic technical 

change."                              

3.1. The role of citizens 

Case studies comparing Paris with New York show a marked difference in the 

degree of legitimacy accorded to direct participation of citizens in the process of urban 

development.  For example, Savitch (1988: 59, 60), in comparing New York with Paris, 

classifies New York City's decision-making process as "a blend of corporatism and 

pluralism."  He finds corporatism in both cities, but it is New York's distinctive feature 

that "non-established groups, with few resources and no privileged access" can wield 

pivotal influence, especially if the corporatist decision-making process, involving "top 

politicians... business, labour, interest groups and community boards" gets bogged down.  

His strongest example of the potential of citizen opposition is the case of Westway, a 

massive Manhattan road-building scheme, which was first proposed in 1969, encountered 
                                                
23The term "citizen" is being used here in the general sense of "resident" or "the public", a 
common usage in the North American political science literature.  The connotation that 
citizens should be viewed as holders of a particular status or as persons with particular 
rights and obligations (as in Isin 1992) is not intended here.   
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fierce resistance, and had still not been built at the writing of his study.  In Paris, by 

contrast, where "mobilizing corporatism" holds sway, "[m]ass opposition to the political 

elite is surprisingly limited... Relatively few decisions evoke the ire of the citizenry." 

(Savitch 1988: 137)  In three case studies, Savitch found citizen opposition once, and 

then only "at the eleventh hour".  In that case, the opposition, as he demonstrates in some 

detail, did not significantly influence the outcome. 

Savitch's findings are supported in Body-Gendrot (1987: 126, 129-30), a study of a 

rare Parisian case of relatively successful neighbourhood resistance to a major 

development that came only after a large part of the neighbourhood had already been 

redeveloped with "35-floor towers".  The author prefaces her account with a 

characterization of France as a "strong-state society" where "particular wills" are "not as 

well-protected as in the United States."  It is clear, from both her account and Savitch's 

three case studies, that the position of ordinary citizens in Parisian development politics is 

very different from that in New York.  Two other case studies (Fainstein 1994) confirm 

New York's side of that dichotomy, while making it clear that, although the legitimacy of 

citizen involvement is well-established, its ultimate effect is often marginal.  Broadly, her 

findings coincide with the others'.24 

In these studies New York and Paris are poles in the North American-European 

dichotomy, and it is clear that they respectively reflect modi operandi   that are 

observable elsewhere on the two continents.  At the same time, there is intra-continental 

variation -- perhaps, given the slender data base, more than anyone suspects.  Some of 

that variation is visible in case studies of British and Canadian urban development 

politics, and it suggests that those nations occupy a middle position between the poles 

represented by New York and Paris.  Both Savitch (1988) and Fainstein (1994) include 

London in their comparative case studies, and their findings are interesting.   
                                                
24Fainstein could be interpreted as arguing the ultimate marginality of citizen 
participation somewhat more strongly than Savitch.    
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Savitch, having found a corporatist-pluralist hybred in New York and mobilizing 

corporatism in Paris, characterizes London politics with the term "liberal corporatism".  

In brief, his argument is that in London, as in New York, but not Paris, citizen input is a 

regular feature of development politics, but the response of the state is different.  In New 

York, he observes, citizen groups remain independent of the state throughout the 

decision-making process, battering the state from outside when they disagree with 

proposals.  In London, representatives of protesting groups that prove their mettle in the 

political arena are incorporated into the decision-making process, thereby on one hand 

giving them a direct role in decision-making and, on the other, neutralizing them as 

opponents.25   

For example, in the chic commercial redevelopment of the rooted working class 

neighbourhood of Covent Garden the Covent Garden Community Association (CCGA), 

"a fiery and effective pressure group" (Savitch 1988, 219-22), with a radical political 

style "embarrassed public officials with its skill and thoroughness."  The response of the 

state was the formation of a representative body, elected from the community.  As a 

result, "[w]hat had once been an opposition was suddenly converted into a collaborative 

organization with special access to decision-makers."  The upshot was a redevelopment 

that was humanized in scale and appearance, and more protective of the neighbourhood's 

environment and history, than the original proposals, and that incorporated some benefits 

to local residents.  At the same time, a working-class neighbourhood was gentrified and 

transformed into "one of the most chic locales in Central London."  The example 

suggests a much greater seriousness about citizen input in London than in Paris, but a 

very different style than in New York.   

                                                
25It is interesting to note that in the rare case of successful citizen opposition in Paris 
reported by Body-Gendrot (1987), leaders of the neighbourhood organization -- which 
benefited from the advice of some residents who had inside knowledge of politics and 
administration -- made a point of declaring and maintaining their independence of 
political parties, precisely so that they would not be co-opted.     
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In four comparative case studies of development projects in New York and London 

-- two in each city -- Fainstein (1994) produces broadly similar findings.26  In all four 

cases, citizen participation occurred, and was accepted by the authorities, as a matter of 

course.  And although Fainstein does not report any actual co-optation of community 

representatives onto government bodies, as Savitch does, it is notable that in both the 

London cases the citizen groups were given financial assistance by the government, while 

no government finance for citizens was reported in either New York case.  On this 

evidence, as on Savitch's, if Paris and New York are the poles, London is somewhere in 

the middle of the spectrum.   

Comparable observations could be made about the Canadian situation.  Citizen 

participation in urban development decisions is a legitimized, though sporadic, part of the 

political process (Sancton 1991, 473).  In the 1970s, there were a number of high-profile 

citizen rebellions against development initiatives.  Among the best-known of these cases 

was the Marlborough Avenue campaign against Marathon Realty's Summerhill Square 

development in Toronto, in which local residents fought a tenacious battle before city 

council and in the court of local public opinion to win a modest list of concessions from 

the developer (Granatstein 1971).   Also in the 1970s, a series of citizen uprisings against 

urban expressway schemes proved partly responsible for the fact that most Canadian 

inner-city neighbourhoods remain largely unscathed by multi-lane highways.  A major 

factor in the greater success of such initiatives in Canada than the United States, however, 

was the paucity of federal government funding for expressways (Leo 1977).27  In the 

                                                
26Fainstein's book actually contains six case studies in all, but since neither of the two 
others -- Docklands and Battery Park -- involved new development in the middle of 
established neighbourhoods, they are less helpful in comparing the role of citizens in the 
making of development decisions.     
27As well, a demonstration effect was operating:  The opportunity to watch as numerous 
American cities were carved up by expressways undoubtedly affected the attitudes of 
Canadians.  In any event, it is not being argued here that Canadian politics is more 
amenable than American to citizen involvelment.  On the contrary.  
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1980s, the Downtown Eastside Residents' Association, representing the residents of 

Vancouver's Skid Road area, won a number of remarkable concessions from local 

government in the area of cooperative housing and tenants' rights (Ley 1994).  These and 

similar efforts, however, have been sporadic, and have been preceded and followed by 

periods of dormancy.    

Perhaps the most striking example of institutionalized citizen participation in 

Canada is the development permit approval process in Vancouver, in which notice of any 

new development is posted in the neighbourhood affected, details of the plans are made 

available to the public, and then a process of consultations and hearings takes place in 

which the developer is required to respond to the concerns of citizens and to conform to a 

rigorous set of design guidelines (Leo 1994).  This, however, has the earmarks of the co-

optation evident in the Savitch (1988) data on Covent Garden.  On the available evidence, 

Canada, like Britain, appears to be a mid-Atlantic case:  Canadian urban politics is clearly 

more amenable than French to citizen initiatives, but seemingly less so than that of the 

United States, or at least of New York City.         

3.2. The state and capital 

However important citizen participation may be in the political scheme of things, it 

is also clear, from what we have seen, and from a variety of other evidence, that the 

actual impact of citizen initiatives on the shape of urban development is limited.  At its 

most potent, citizen participation can score some successes, usually partial ones.  At its 

least influential, it is window-dressing or is altogether absent.  The same cannot be said 

of the influence of capital.  Therefore, we turn now to the more interesting and more 

crucial question of how the relationship between the state and capital differ in European 

and North American politics of downtown redevelopment.  The available literature points 

to a striking contrast that directly affects the interactions, and the respective roles, of 

capital and the state in the process of urban development:  The European national state 

has a markedly more prominent role in local decision-making than the American one.   
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For example, in an Italian case study, Vicari and Molotch (1990: 619) argued that 

growth machines do not exist there as they do in the United States because of national 

regulation of land use, a highly -centralized party machinery, "systematically integrated 

with lower echelons", and the fact that "local government is not financially or 

legislatively independent of the central state".  All of these factors, according to them, 

combine to insulate local government from the kind of development pressures that are a 

familiar feature of North American politics.  The influence of capital is wielded at the 

national level, especially through party machinery, where land development interests 

must vie with industrial, financial and other political interests for attention (Molotch and 

Vicari 1988).  A number of Parisian case studies (Body-Gendrot 1987, Savitch 1988) 

paint a comparable picture of French politics.  There, a strong, activist, centralized 

government, and a powerful national bureaucracy play a more directive role in 

development than any found in North America.  Savitch (1988: 134) comments: "It is not 

uncommon for French developers to behave as supplicants to a powerful class of 

technocrats."  Here, as in Italy, pressures from land developers are only one of a wider 

array influences upon a state marked by a high degree of integration between national and 

local levels. 

Savitch's studies of New York predictably find decision-making on development 

matters lodged primarily at the local level, and far more exposed to direct pressures from 

developers.  He notes (1988: 59) that decision-making is marked by "the city's perceived 

need to attract investment, increase the value of land, augment tax revenues, provide 

jobs..."  Fainstein (1994: 164, 166), drawing conclusions from a series of case studies 

comparing New York and London, adds that both Mayors Koch and Dinkins "felt 

compelled to respond to every notice by a major firm that it was considering a move to 

New Jersey with a counter-offer..." and observes:  "In both London and New York... 

projects had government sponsors, but the willingness of government to offer direct 

subsidy to the developer was far greater in the latter city."    
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Savitch's British cases offer an interesting comparison and contrast.  Although the 

central government's creation, and subsequent abolition, of the Greater London Council, 

both by fiat, have earned it a formidable reputation for high-handedness, Savitch's studies 

of development politics find a less centralized situation there than in France.  The 

national government is actively involved in development decisions, but Savitch finds a 

relationship more marked by central-local competition there than in France, and his case 

studies picture a robustly competitive political arena, with local governments that do not 

appear as agents of the centre.  He comments (1988: 203, fn 4): "If it wishes, the central 

government can override the local oppostion with impunity, but it rarely does... relative 

to interest groups, French government is far more centralized and monolithic than British 

government."  From that evidence, it would appear that here, as in the matter of citizen 

participation, Britain occupies a mid-Atlantic position. 

Canada occupies a different, but similarly ambivalent, mid-Atlantic position.  

Canadian cities, like American ones, are directly exposed to developer pressures, because 

they are primarily responsible for decisions relating to land use.  City governments 

negotiate with developers, as Toronto's local authorities did in the Marborough Avenue 

case referred to above, and if their bargaining position is weak, they may find themselves 

making massive financial and material concessions, as Edmonton did in the Bank of 

Montreal and Eaton Centre developments (Leo 1995b) and Winnipeg did in its dealings 

with Trizec (Walker, 1979).  However, although the federal government does not 

exercise supervision over local land use, it has, as we have noted already, involved itself 

very significantly in local development, through a wide range of measures, including 

federally-owned corporations that sponsored such redevelopments as Toronto's 

Harbourfront and Vancouver's Granville Island; participation in a tri-level bureaucracy 

that managed the Core Area Initiative, a multi-faceted programme for the revitalization of 

Winnipeg's inner city; and federal programmes to finance the relocation of downtown 

railway properties and the construction of convention centres (Leo and Fenton 1990).  
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Canada's non-directive but interventionist federal government places Canada, like 

Britain, in a mid-Atlantic position in our comparison.       

4. Conclusions 

In this chapter, we have considered what happens to the study of the politics of 

urban development and planning when it is placed in a global context.  We contrasted 

Peterson's narrow view of globalization's impact upon urban politics, which is grounded 

in temporally and spatially limited distinctions between different levels of government, 

with the broader conception flowing from regulation theory, which directs our attention 

to the need to view local politics, not only in a national political and economic context, 

but also in the context of the global economy and global society.  We then applied that 

lesson to an examination of the politics of urban development and planning and 

considered, first how pressures that are global in scope are are having a homogenizing 

effect and then how politics asserts itself to forge important local differences in the 

responses to globalization.  It was not, however, local politics per se  that made the 

crucial difference, it was the role of the national state in city politics.  Drawing upon case 

studies, we found that the strong national state presence in urban politics that was evident 

in France and Italy was associated, on one hand, with a political environment that tended 

to be unreceptive to grass-roots participation in urban development decisions and, on the 

other, with more state control and less clout for developers in urban development 

decisions.  In the United States, by contrast, we found the opposite situation: a more 

receptive environment for grass-roots participation and developers who were better-

placed to exert direct influence upon urban development.  In Britain and Canada, a more 

complex, mixed picture, a mid-Atlantic state of affairs, was discernable in the data. 

Another way of summarizing our findings about national power and the character 

of local politics is to say that, in the United States, power is more fragmented than it is in 

Europe, and that this fragmentation is not just a matter of a different way of doing things, 

but also has consequences for political outcomes.  The fact that the national state has less 
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say over local affairs enhances the power of one group, the development industry, in 

relation to other social groups and this, in turn, affects the way cities are governed and 

ultimately the way they look and the kind of society that develops there.  These findings 

confirm the argument in Newton's (1975) classic article, in which he argues that 

fragmentation of power affects social class, political structure and the distribution of 

public goods.   

Our findings are based on careful, detailed case studies, but it needs to be stressed 

that it is an emerging, and therefore slender, data base.  Any conclusions we can draw 

from it are necessarily tentative and hypothetical.  However, such tentative findings can 

play a useful role in mapping out directions for research, even if some of them are 

subsequently invalidated.  It is appropriate, therefore, to end this investigation on a 

somewhat speculative note, offering clues to future research by drawing out some of the 

possible implications of current findings. 

4.1. National and local states        

Our findings suggest that Peterson's deliniation of clearly distinguishable national 

and local policy spheres and fiscal capacities does not reflect the reality of European city 

politics.  That lack of salience is visible in the fact that discussion of Peterson's works has 

been primarily a North American, and especially American, preoccupation.  It is also 

visible in differences between European and American cities and city politics.   

In our New York cases, we found comparative local autonomy in land development 

matters, with local authorities that had a great deal of control over their own land use 

policies, while the national government tended to keep hands off.  This is a common state 

of affairs in the United States.  Decisions about land use are largely a result of bargaining 

between local authorities, the developers or other corporate interests that are proposing 

new developments, and any citizens that become involved in the decision-making 

process.  Two sets of power relationships emerge from this constellation of political 

forces.  One is that between corporations, some of them with deep pockets and far-flung 
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international interests, and local governments that may be very vulnerable.  Their 

vulnerability may be heightened by the ever-increasing mobility of finance and of 

corporate offices and industrial branches.28  In many cases, corporations deliberately 

ignite bidding wars between municipalities to see where they can get the most generous 

assistance and the most liberal land use regimes.   

The other power relationship typical of decisions about urban development is that 

between the local state and citizens, sometimes representing the neighbourhoods most 

affected by a development proposal, and sometimes constituting broader coalitions.  Our 

case studies suggest that direct citizen participation in the making of particular 

development decisions is a more important factor in the United States than in continental 

Europe.  All of these political conventions are reinforced by characteristic features of 

American political culture, including a widely-held belief in the importance of allowing 

private enterprise to operate with a minimum of hindrance; a belief in local autonomy, 

which takes the concrete form of the widely-observed principle of local "home rule"; a 

suspicion of "big government", especially if that government is a national government; 

and a suspicion of powerful, interventionist government, whether local, regional or 

national. 

In the continental European examples that are available for this study, by contrast, 

there is much more involvement by national-level politicians and officials in the process 

of making decisions about land use.  Greater national government involvement in urban 

affairs tends to shift the determination of urban policy from competition between 

corporations and relatively weak municipal governments to a bargaining process 

involving national governments with corporations that are able to wield influence at that 

level, many or most of which are not in the land development business.  The fact that 

interurban competition for development is not as prominent a feature of European as of 
                                                
28By the same token, it can be minimized by a city's superior attractiveness as a location 
for business.  (Leo 1994, cf Kantor 1987: 496)  
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American urban politics stems in part from the frequently active role of national 

governments in urban development, a role that necessarily includes centralized allocation 

of development opportunities, together with at least some presumption that each city will 

get a share.29  Likewise, the fact that decay of inner cities is a less pressing problem in 

Europe than in the United States is undoubtedly traceable in part to the stronger national 

political role in cities, which, again, is bound to imply, in some degree, a national 

commitment to the health of those cities.   

Not only does the more powerful role of the national state enhance the state's 

position in its bargaining with corporate interests.  It creates a situation that, from an 

American perspective, might appear as undue subordination to the state.  From a 

European perspective, a more apt formulation might be that the involvement of national-

level politicians in land use decisions produces something closer to a level playing-field 

in the bargaining between the state and capital than is found in the United States.  At the 

same time, direct citizen participation is much less of a factor in continental European 

urban politics than in the United States. 

4.2. Implications for regime theory 

Our findings also point to the need for a re-evaluation of regime theory in light of 

the insights that come from looking at urban politics in a national and global context.  

Although regime studies do not make Peterson's mistake of arguing as if the division of 

functions between levels of government characteristic of the United States represent 

fundamental attributes of all government, neither do they offer much help in dealing with 

the reality of complex intergovernmental patterns of social production.  Indeed, regime 

theory has paid scant attention to the global context of local politics.  Although there have 

been exceptions, in practice regime research has focussed on urban case studies, usually 

of a single city (Shefter 1985, Stone 1989, Whelan 1987, Whelan, Young and Lauria 
                                                
29The national government's doling-out of its share of development to each city and 
region is also a conspicuous feature of Canadian politics. (Bakvis 1991)  
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1994), sometimes comparing two cities (DiGaetano and Klemanski 1993, Lauria 1994b), 

and generally not viewed in a global context.30   

Placing local politics in a global and national context introduces considerations that 

have not, in any systematic way, been integrated into regime theory.  If local policies are 

being produced, now by one or another level of government, now by complex 

interactions among two or three levels, what happens to regime theory?  How do we 

conceptualize the political base for such decision-making?  Will we have more than one 

regime per city, one locally based, another with a regional political base and perhaps a 

third relying on some combination of local, national and regional support?  Perhaps, 

instead of regimes, it will prove more useful, in the first instance, to think in terms of 

coalitions, overlapping to be sure, but each differently constituted to address a different 

set of policy concerns: one focussing on economic development, another on housing, a 

third on environmental problems, some entirely local in their composition, others more 

broadly-based.  At the end of the day, however, there is a panoply of decision-makers 

who, among them, determine the course of events in any given city.  Some means ought 

to be available to conceptualize this state of affairs, but it would necessarily take us 

beyond regime theory in its present state.   

This is not to suggest that regime theory has outlived its usefulness.  It has 

produced formidable insights and offers important and otherwise unavailable lessons 

about what is involved in building a political coalition and holding it together, and about 

how the task of coalition-building changes depending on whether its purpose is 

downtown development, neighbourhood improvement or frugal use of taxpayers' money.  

These lessons greatly clarify the conditions for successful political action, whatever level 

of government is brought into the engagement.  But they do not capture the complexity of 

the urban governments we find when we view them in a global context, or undertake 
                                                
30Depending on exactly how "regime theory" is defined, the following could be cited as 
exceptions: Horan 1990, Fainstein 1990, Feagin 1987 and Smith and Feagin 1988.   
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cross-national comparisons.  Deciding how our understanding of urban regimes fits into 

the context of national politics and the global economy is an important question for future 

reflection and research.   

4.3. Applications        

The comparative study of urban political economy, and of the various responses to 

the pressures of globalization is not only important to academics.  It has immediate 

practical significance as well.  The ubiquity of the pressures of globalization upon cities 

means that they have more and more to learn from each other's experiences.  A globally-

oriented analysis of city politics can play a useful role in that process of learning and 

adaptation.   It may be that the fate of some American inner cities are an object lesson to 

America and the world, but there are also more edifying lessons to be learned from the 

way United States cities are governed.  If urban politics in a wired world is to have any 

prospects of constructively channelling the forces of globalization, it is unlikely that this 

will be accomplished, in the long run, without involving the public far more actively in 

decision-making than they were in some of the European examples we have considered 

in this chapter.  Usable models are much more likely to be found in the United States 

where a tradition of individualism and populist politics has forced urban politicians and 

administrators to develop habits and techniques of public involvement that may well be 

applicable and useful elsewhere.   

It was possible for Peterson, and has also been so for much of the regime literature, 

to make important contributions to our understanding of urban politics while proceeding 

on the assumption that the national state was a discrete entity, cleanly separable from 

local politics.  In a global perspective that is not possible, because, once we start looking 

at cities comparatively in terms of the global influences that help to shape them, we 

cannot carry out meaningful comparisons without considering the full range of things 

governments do, or refrain from doing, in cities.  Our unit of analysis must become, not 

just the local regime, but all of the forces that help to shape political decision-making in 
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and for the city, whether they originate at the local, regional or national level.  What is 

more, the influence of such supra-national governmental and quasi-governmental 

institutions as the European Union and the North American Free Trade Agreement are 

sure to be felt in the administration of cities, and they too will have to be included, at 

least peripherally, in our understanding of urban politics.  It is a fascinating challenge, 

that poses interesting and complex analytical problems.      
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Takataka and Ideas 

For revision: 

From Mick:       I have finally gone through your paper in the context of the other 
papers and with the three reviewers' comments in hand.  I assume you have 
their comments, sent to you directly via E-mail. If not, I will gladly forward 
their comments to you.  Just let me know.  In general, they and I think it is an 
excellent contribution that with some minor revisions will be even more 
powerful. What follows are my suggestions for revisions. 
     First, I noticed on the first reading, and all three reviewers comment 
that you need to develop a more nuanced (rounded, less simplistic or 
functionist) presentation of regulation theory and its value to the 
understanding of urban politics. The reviewers comment and I agree, that this 
will only strengthen the focal argument in the paper. 
     Secondly, although Jessop views the paper as a strong defense of the 
value of regime theory to the detriment, or at least overt exclusion, of 
regulation theory, Painter and I felt that you did not overtly discuss regime 
theory well enough.   This is interesting.  It may be an unintended 
consequence of trying to be jargon free.  Thus, it may be that both of these 
apparent deficiencies can be handled by adding some signposts that 
demonstrate how the analysis presented is based on regime and/or regulation 
theory concepts.  More may be necessary and useful in terms of outlining the 
interlinkages, but I leave that to you. 
     Thirdly, I think Jessop's point concerning the relationship between 
homogenization and the politics of particularity is interesting. I agree with  
him that outlining the formal argument in your introduction would also be useful. 
     Finally, I want to reiterate that I think it is a very strong and important 
contribution to the book.  Thanks again for contributing. 
 
Mick 
 
Some specific comments 
 
- Simply explain how you use the term citizen 
 
-  central' may be a better term than  senior' government 
 
- use scientific notation in text where your footnotes are purely citations,e.g., 
     #s 3,4,5,6,8,9, 10. 
 
- use a and b for citations with the same author and same date, both in text 
     and in the references section, e.g., Leo 1995, and Lauria 1994 
 
- citations in text should be part of sentence (Lauria 1996). 
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The role of citizens, para 7 - Begins with "Comparative observations could be..." 
     The comparative comment on expressway controversy, 
     affect, etc. in the U.S. versus Canadian experience, may also be a 
     product of timing, the U.S. controversies began in the late 1950s and 
     continued to the 70s.  It seems logical that part of the difference might 
     be due to observing and learning from the U.S. experience. 
 
Conclusions, para 1 (conclusions), lines 17-19 - I think the political switching 
     argument is of relevance here, switching conflict to an arena where it 
     will be more circumscribed and less threatening - I think of the classic 
     article by Newton in the 70s. 
 
Applications, para 2, lines 1-7 - This argument needs to be expanded,  
     especially in reference to the conflicting perceptions of Jessop and  

     Painter and I. 

From Jessop:  A fine summary of the Peterson case, for and against, in general terms 
and from a comparative perspective. The summary of regulation theory is more one-
sided, however, owing to its initial assumption that the RA is concerned with "how social 
conflict deve 
lops and social change takes place in response to technological change". The work of 
theorists such as Boyer or Lipietz (let alone the German or Manchester schools) 
emphasizes the coupling and the co-evolution of a techno-economic paradigm, an 
accumulatio 
n regime, and mode of regulation. In this sense technological change is strongly 
embedded in economic and extra-economic social relations; it is not an autonomous 
causal force. The summary also makes regulation theory appear far more functionalist 
than it 
s pioneers or more sophisticated current practitioners have argued (e.g., claims that 
Fordist mass production requires a welfare state). There also appears to be a tendency to 
equate regulation with the state or welfare state rather tha 
   n the broader range of 
 structural forms identified by various regulationists (e.g., money form, wage relation, 
forms of competition, state form, international regime). A more rounded account of 
regulation approach would actually strengthen Leo's criticisms of Peterson. 
 
Globalization is both homogenizing and differentiating. The influences cited in the paper 
are certainly present but globalization also involves the exploitation of uneven 
development, the deepening of complementarities, the alteration of hierarchies of wo 
rld cities, etc.. Urban regimes could be the product of both tendencies and, in turn, 
influence their uneven development. This would seem to be an alternative lesson from the 
work of Logan and Molotch, Noyelle and Stanbach, or Storper and Walker as discus 
sed here. The conclusion that convergence is occurring is almost immediately weakened 
by the qualifier "in at least some respects". The evidence Leo goes on to give points to 
divergence or at least uneven development in at least some other respects. This  
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is highlighted in section 3. Even this is a little difficult because particularity seems to 
depend on politics whereas homogenization is a product of the global economy. One 
might equally well argue that the rise of neo-liberalism (Reag 
   an, Thatcher, post-Com 
munism, etc.) was a political source of homogenization (especially via international 
institutions) in the 1980s; whereas economics was a source of deepening divisions across 
regions and nations. In any event it might be worth noting the relationship betwe 
en section 2 (homogenization) and section 3 (politics of particularity) in the second 
paragraph of the introduction, to alert readers to the overall form of  the argument. 
 
The marshalling and presentation of the case study material is excellent and I learnt a lot 
from it. This does show the significance of the urban regimes approach; it is less clear 
how it shows the contribution of the regulation approach. The conclusion t 
hat the regulation approach directs our attention to the need to view local politics not only 
in a national political and economic context but also in a global economic and society 
context does not fit easily with the earlier summary of regulation theory, 
 which, as noted above, put more stress on technological shifts and their global diffusion. 
To conclude that the national state makes a key difference is an important addition to the 
regulation approach, not in itself an obvious development from what Fren 
ch regulationists (with the exception of Delorme, Theret, or Lordon) have hitherto 
argued. Thus what emerges from the paper is an excellent defense of a version of urban 
regimes analysis with the reader left unclear how regulation theor 
   y really fits into the 
 picture. 
 
Bob Jessop 

R.Jessop@lancaster.ac.uk� 

From my critique of horan:  I strongly approve of the emphasis on organizational 
structures.  (My chapter puts a good deal of stress on structures as well, though I don't 
make the fact that I'm doing that as explicit as you do.  Maybe I'll take another look at 
that aspect of my argument in my final draft.)  But, from a political science perspective, 
the real novelty of your argument is not the stress on structures per se, but the fact that 
you associate that emphasis with regulation theory. 

From my critique of Goodwin/Painter: In a more positive vein, I saw some interesting 
interplay between your argument and my own that authors and editor alike might keep in 
mind for our final drafts.  Using regulationist texts as your point of departure, you argue, 
on p 10, that regulation ought to be seen as the business, not only of the national, but also 
of the local state.  In my chapter, where I bring some elements of regulation theory to 
bear on a literature that's mainly preoccupied with local politics, I stress the importance 
of seeing the local political economy in the context of the national state and the world 
economy.  Similarly, on p 12 and elsewhere, you stress the temporal and spatial 
variability of regulatory processes and outcomes.  In my study, I produce a lot of specific 
examples of such variability.  In reaching those conclusions, we're fulfilling Mick's 
mandate of bringing higher-level abstractions together with middle-range theorizing and 
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in the process we seem to be approaching a consensus that the political economy of cities 
and the regulation of the capitalist economy are best understood in relation to each other.  
It would serve the overall coherence of the project well if we could find ways, in our final 
drafts, of pointing to these and similar instances of convergence of ideas. 

Goodwin 

Chris, 
 
I liked the chapter and felt that the range of examples you gave 
demonstrated the difficulty of trying to capture the complexity of urban 
politics through the over-riding notion of urban regimes.  i do have two 
concerns though.  The first regards the discussion of regulation theory in 
section 1.2, where I feel you draw the debate a little narrowly by reducing 
it to how social conflict and change develop in relation to technical 
change.  Technical change (always itself socially driven and socially 
constructed) is only one of many processes which combine to 'regulate' (or 
not) a regime of accumulation.  The discussion also implies slightly that 
regulation theory is functionalist - mass production "requires a welfare 
state".  it doesn't get one in taiwan or S korea or Singapore, but these 
economies seem to be doing reasonably well.  Did it ever really have a 
fully fledged welfare state in USA - it probably didn't in France. 
 
From horan:  Regimes of accumulation thus encompass both accumulation systems and 
modes of social regulation, the "institutional complementarities which secure the 
regularization of accumulationregimes" (Jessop, 1995:319). The regulationist 
conceptualization of uneven development thusextends to local differences in culture, 
society and politics; the institutional complementaritiesunderpinning accumulation 
regimes are not determined by accumulation. Nor can they bedesigned by political actors. 
As Painter and Goodwin argue that regulation should beconceptualized as a process 
rather than as a achieved stable state ("completed system") (Painterand Goodwin, 
1995:335). 
 
The second relates to your point in section 3, that urban development 
involves the state, capital and citizens.  I realise this is true at an 
abstract level, but there is never in practice (as you demonstrate) "the" 
state, or capital, or citizens.  There are instead different levels, 
fractions, sections etc etc - this could perhaps be flagged at this point. 
Linked to this, citizens is a very particular word with a host of legal and 
political connotations, and increasingly in the European case is seen as 
something distinct from resident, or the public, or even local community. 
its use may be confusing for European readers. 
 
I hope all this helps, many thanks for you constructive comments on our 
chapter, and i look forward very much to the UAA in march when we can talk 
about this in person. 
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Yours, 
 

Mark Goodwin 

Painter 

Chris: 
 
Please accept my apologies for failing to get these comments to you  
sooner. It is still three weeks before Mickey's final deadline, so I  
hope they are in time to be useful... 
 
Comments on Chris Leo's Chapter 'City Politics in an Era of  
Globalization' 
 
This is a useful account of the ways in which global economic  
processes affect planning and development in Europe and North  
America.  The comparative dimension is helpful (i) in qualifying the  
argument that globalization of economic activity necessarily produces  
similar political responses and effects in all contexts and (ii) in  
moving away from the tendency (apparent in some regime accounts) to  
overgeneralize from the quite particular circumstances of the United  
States. 
 
My specific comments: 
 
1 The focus is overwhelmingly on real-estate development, property  
and planning.  While this is not necessarily a weakness I think it  
would be helpful EITHER to amend the title to make the focus clear,  
OR include some further justification of why the property sector is  
typical or archetypal of city politics in general, OR clarify the  
limits of property development as a partial account of changing city  
politics (the impact (or lack of impact) of globalization may well be  
significantly different in other areas of city life). 
 
2 Little is said explicitly about regime theory. It may be that this  
will not be seen as an issue in North America, where the regime  
literature is much more familiar and may perhaps be assumed as the  
academic context for work in this area. However, viewed from Britain  
the lack of explicit means that it is not wholly clear how your  
account intersects with (or changes) the regime perspective. 
 
3 You stress the need not to oversimplify a complex set of theories,  
but I have to say that I think your account of regulation theory is  
rather misleading and, dare I say it, oversimplified! You claim that  
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'regulation theory seeks its understanding ... in an investigation of  
how social conflict develops and social change takes place in  
response to technological change'.  I'm not sure that this definition  
would be recognised by most regulation theorists, most of whom stress  
the interaction of a range of regulatory mechanisms and processes  
(social, political, cultural and economic) of which technological  
change is just one, and no more significant than any others.  There  
are also problems with identifying technological change as a kind of  
independent variable or 'more fundamental reality' (your page 6)  
since regulationists would also emphasise the ways in which  
technological change is itself socially produced. 
 
4 On page 17 the quote from Savitch in my view overstates local  
autonomy in Britain.  I am not sure of the timescale on which Savitch  
is commenting, but since the mid-1980s, local politics (not least  
with regard to major planning decisions) has been centralized in  
Britain to a remarkable extent, in practice, as well as in theory. 
 
5 On page 20 you refer to the stronger central gov. role in Europe,  
involving a greater commitment to equal distribution of resources  
between cities than in the competitive US.  In Britain, however,  
over recent years, central allocation (of a declining total  
regeneration budget) has been undertaken on a competitive bidding  
basis, with losers as well as winners, and no explicit commitment to  
equity on the part of the centre. 
 
Minor points: 
 
Peterson is not in the list of references (I haven't checked all the  
other citations.) 
 
Will 'Tory' as a colloquialism for Conservative be understood  
everywhere? 
 
I hope these comments are helpful. 
 
Best wishes 
 

Joe Painter 

Still to do:   

Check out Judd and Swanstrom to see whether anyone else has made my case against 
Peterson. 
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Check out Goetz article in Journal of Urban Affairs  13 (3), 337-51 (1991) to see how 
Kantor with David and Judd and Robertson have accepted the limited city argument.   

Regulation theory seeks its understanding of the fundamental nature of urban social, 
economic and political life in an investigation of how social conflict develops and social 
change takes place in response to technological change. (Harvey 1985, Storper and 
Walker 1989, Scott 1988)  It is worth our while to offer a brief indication of the scope of 
the regulationist approach to an understanding of politics, while remaining mindful of the 
importance of not oversimplifying these complex theories.  Regulationists identify two 
fundamental technological changes to which they attribute wide-ranging social 
implications: 1)  The erosion of an industrial system oriented to mass production  of 
standardized consumer products using unskilled or semi-skilled labour and its 
replacement by one more oriented to small-batch production of more nearly customized 
products.  2)  The rapid development of technology that allows for instant communication 
and ever easier, world-wide movement of people, goods, information and ideas.  Drawing 
on Henry Ford's insight that well-paid workers would be able to afford the cars they 
produced, regulationists assert that an industrial system oriented to mass production 
requires a welfare state, providing income and other social supports to ensure a high level 
of mass consumption.  It follows that the end of that system removes an important part of 
the political basis for the welfare state and forces government withdrawal from or 
reduction of many former activities.   

no one would have said it that way then.  Ironically, it was Paul Peterson, that bête noir  
of regime theory to whom we have to return in these pages, because it was he who 
introduced the global economy into the study of local politics.  Peterson's role in 
American urban political economy of the 1980s was similar to Hegel's in 19th Century 
German philosophy:   

The visible hand of the global economy has often worked its will in local politics, at least 
since the rise of capitalism. To appreciate that point, we need only reflect on the fact that 
the development of industrial capitalism in Europe created a demand for raw materials 
from around the world and that action to fulfill that demand resulted in massive, usually 
abrupt and brutal, changes in the governance of societies throughout what we now call 
the developing world.  The phenomenon of local decision-makers having their world 
turned upside-down by distant economic developments, therefore, is nothing new,  

The development of that conceptual apparatus will require the integration of a vast body 
of knowledge about local politics into a global frame of reference.  In this chapter, we 
look at what happens when we try to integrate the theme of globalization into our 
understanding of the politics of urban planning. 

I begin by sketching a theoretical background.  A literature review, in the remainder of 
Section One, argues that the impact of globalization on cities has been a sub-theme of the 
study of urban political economy in the United States throughout the 1980s, but that the 
debate was essentially parochial until it began to fall under the influence of the regulation 
literature, which has forced students of urban political economy to begin to look at their 
subject in a global perspective.  This influence begins to make it clear that a proper 
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consideration of global influences on city politics involves a re-evaluation of city politics 
itself.  In Section Two, we proceed with a discussion of some of the ways globalization 
has had an impact on city politics, with emphasis on the politics of planning and 
development control.  This discussion reinforces the need for a re-thinking and suggests 
some of the avenues that will have to be pursued in that re-thinking.  In Section Three, 
we undertake a preliminary exploration of those avenues.       

On the debit side of the ledger, the national role in cities often involves, for local 
politicans as well as citizens, a degree of subordination to the national government that 
would not be tolerated in the United States.     

Continuing importance of differences 

Political importance 

Importance of the global context 

The comparative study of urban political economy, and of the various responses to the 
pressures of globalization is not only important to academics.  It has immediate practical 
significance as well.  Despite the homogenizing influence of globalization, cities and 
especially inner cities in different parts of Europe and North America are in fact meeting 
very different fates, and urban politics is involved in those differences.  For example, 
although inner city decay is a common phenomenon everywhere in the world, there are 
striking differences of degree.  The scenes we can witness in Detroit, the South Bronx, 
Camden, NJ, and North Philadelphia, to name some obvious cases, are more nearly 
reminiscent of the results of World War II than of any current European urban ills.   

A similar point needs to be made about so-called "edge cities", which Garreau (1991) has 
defined as exurban concentrations with at least five million square feet of office space, at 
least 600,000 square feet of retail space and 25,000 jobs.  In a recent article, Find article 
in Plan Canada he argues that edge cities exist in Paris and London, that Toronto is 
Canada's "most luxuriant" example, and that they are found as well in Bangkok, Jakarta 
and Mexico City.  Though the statement may be technically correct according to his own 
definition, if Garreau is trying to suggest that patterns of urban spread are the same 
everywhere, and specifically that cities everywhere suffer equally from the problem of a 
shift in development that is detrimental to inner cities, he is carrying his homogenization 
thesis too far.       

For example, in Metropolitan Toronto, he finds the edge city phenomenon in North York, 
the Don Valley and Scarborough.  The Don Valley is actually within the boundaries of 
the City of Toronto, and both North York and Scarborough are located within the 
boundaries of Metro Toronto and well within the Toronto urban agglomeration.  They are 
not, by any reasonable calculation, peripheral cities that are contributing to the decline of 
the centre.  In Paris, he offers the example of la Défense, which he himself characterizes 
as an "in town" edge city, and in London his example is Canary Wharf, the massive and 
troubled development located in what has always been known as London's East End.  
Each of these developments was planned as a complement to the nearby inner city, not as 
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a competitor.  The development of Scarborough and North York were part of a carefully-
considered policy of diverting some development from the inner city to keep it from 
being inundated in office towers.  (Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review 
1975)  La Défense and Canary Wharf were planned as new financial districts, to help 
Paris and London respectively to attract their share of corporate headquarters and 
financial institutions, not to draw development away from established neighbourhoods. 
(Savitch 1988, Fainstein 1994)  All of these "edge cities" are located within the 
boundaries of long-established concentrations of urban population.  All of them represent 
development strategies designed to support the overall viability of the urban 
concentration in question, not to bleed an existing concentration white while developing 
another.  None of them pose the classic problem of downtown decay following upon an 
exodus of industry and residents.  European and Canadian cities have many problems, 
including problems associated with urban dispersal, but, for the moment at least, "edge 
cities" does not appear to be a helpful concept in defining them.  

Cities and especially inner cities in different parts of Europe and North America are in 
fact meeting very different fates.  For example, although inner city decay is a common 
phenomenon everywhere in the world, there are striking differences of degree.  The 
scenes we can witness in Detroit, the South Bronx, Camden and North Philadelphia, to 
some obvious cases, are more nearly reminiscent of the results of World War II than of 
any current European urban ills.  Different outcomes are attributable, at least in part, to 
differences in political culture, different planning strategies and different policies of 
central and regional governments.  We can summarize the data we have looked at, and 
extrapolate further from it, by identifying some broad differences between continental 
European and American cities.   

We have now identified some elements of particularity in the politics of planning and 
development, ie some features of North American and European urban development 
politics that remain distinct, despite substantial, globally-induced pressures for 
homogenization.  So far, we have hewed closely to a selected group of case studies, 
chosen as suitable for the comparisons we are making, but it is useful now to adopt a 
wider, and perhaps a bit more speculative, frame of reference to look for the significance 
of the findings, while remaining mindful that these are preliminary explorations resting 
on a slender data base.   

Despite the homogenizing influence of globalization, cities and especially inner cities in 
different parts of Europe and North America are in fact meeting very different fates, and 
urban politics is involved in those differences.  For example, although inner city decay is 
a common phenomenon everywhere in the world, there are striking differences of degree.  
The scenes we can witness in Detroit, the South Bronx, Camden, NJ, and North 
Philadelphia, to name some obvious cases, are more nearly reminiscent of the results of 
World War II than of any current European urban ills.   

A similar point needs to be made about so-called "edge cities", which Garreau (1991) has 
defined as exurban concentrations with at least five million square feet of office space, at 
least 600,000 square feet of retail space and 25,000 jobs.  In a recent article, Find article 
in Plan Canada he argues that edge cities exist in Paris and London, that Toronto is 
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Canada's "most luxuriant" example, and that they are found as well in Bangkok, Jakarta 
and Mexico City.  Though the statement may be technically correct according to his own 
definition, if Garreau is trying to suggest that patterns of urban spread are the same 
everywhere, and specifically that cities everywhere suffer equally from the problem of a 
shift in development that is detrimental to inner cities, he is carrying his homogenization 
thesis too far.       

For example, in Metropolitan Toronto, he finds the edge city phenomenon in North York, 
the Don Valley and Scarborough.  The Don Valley is actually within the boundaries of 
the City of Toronto, and both North York and Scarborough are located within the 
boundaries of Metro Toronto and well within the Toronto urban agglomeration.  They are 
not, by any reasonable calculation, peripheral cities that are contributing to the decline of 
the centre.  In Paris, he offers the example of la Défense, which he himself characterizes 
as an "in town" edge city, and in London his example is Canary Wharf, the massive and 
troubled development located in what has always been known as London's East End.  
Each of these developments was planned as a complement to the nearby inner city, not as 
a competitor.  The development of Scarborough and North York were part of a carefully-
considered policy of diverting some development from the inner city to keep it from 
being inundated in office towers.  (Metropolitan Toronto Transportation Plan Review 
1975)  La Défense and Canary Wharf were planned as new financial districts, to help 
Paris and London respectively to attract their share of corporate headquarters and 
financial institutions, not to draw development away from established neighbourhoods. 
(Savitch 1988, Fainstein 1994)  All of these "edge cities" are located within the 
boundaries of long-established concentrations of urban population.  All of them represent 
development strategies designed to support the overall viability of the urban 
concentration in question, not to bleed an existing concentration white while developing 
another.  None of them pose the classic problem of downtown decay following upon an 
exodus of industry and residents.  European and Canadian cities have many problems, 
including problems associated with urban dispersal, but, for the moment at least, "edge 
cities" does not appear to be a helpful concept in defining them. 

4.1. We need a more wholistic view of the state, and of regimes 

Such a view will help, not only in developing a better understanding of politics, but also 
in correcting some of the sweeping generalizations that too readily suggest themselves 
from a regulationist perspective.  Attempts so far to look at the local state in its wider 
context suggest that the conventional notion of Thatcherism, or of the hollowing-out of 
the state, as involving a straightforward stripping-down of the state is simplistic.   

Stoker:  "A post-Fordist local government will not inevitably organize itself to become to 
become a simple instrument of business and a provider of a basic, minimal safety net of 
services for those unable to get access to privatized service provision." (261) 

Godwin et al: "Under the guise of 'rolling back the state", four successive (British) 
Conservative governments have actually restructured and reorganized it." (84) 
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Rustin, quoted by Godwin et al (84a):  "Whilst the rhetoric may be individualist the 
reality is the calculated deployment of material forces and regulatory power to construct 
new class alliances favourable to capital... The Thatcherite strategy is in its own way as 
collectivist as Fordism." (1989, 62-63) 

Leo in Lightbody:  Perhaps the most useful outcome of the present study is the 
observation that the state has not only played a major role in the growth and decay of 
Canadian cities, but that, in the course of events reviewed in this chapter, it has grown in 
influence and complexity.  That is not the conventional view of our times.  We tend to 
see ourselves as willing or unwilling heirs to the legacy of Margaret Thatcher and Ronald 
Reagan, and to view our society has being marked by shrinking governments and a 
burgeoning private sector.  Undoubtedly there is a great deal of truth in that picture, but, 
as our observations in this chapter suggest, the whole truth is probably a good deal more 
complex.  If it is true that some aspects of the state are shrinking, it is also true that in 
other respects it is becoming more complex and more present in our lives. Clearly we are 
going through a period of massive change, in which much that we have taken for granted, 
including many elements of our public life, is undergoing a transformation, but whether 
the new world will be characterized by the simplified, stripped-down state of Margaret 
Thatcher's dreams, or perhaps a far more complex one, is not at all clear. 

4.2. A dialectic 

There is a dialectic of global imposition and local response that works both ways.  
Godwin et al: "... it is the uneven development of economic and social space that opens 
up major contradictions within any accumulation strategy.  This uneven development is 
reinforced and sustained through the locally differentiated practices of the local state... "  
Left unsaid, but implied, is that differences in local response and local condition force 
changes that can have a global effect.   

4.3. We need to pay attention to political culture 

4.4. On a practical level, there is more than ever that we can learn by 
international comparisons 

3.3. Evaluation 

Note: take McKay and Filion into account too.  See SSHRC 1995.  Underlying these 
differences, in Europe as in the United States, are cultural factors: a greater willingness at 
the local level to accept the authority of senior governments or other national-level power 
centres and a greater acceptance by the private sector of an interventionist state, 
combined with a national commitment to the preservation of cities.  In the words of 
Klaassen and Cheshre (1993, 584), 

For the European, the central city is the essential city.  Even though he or she may live in 
the suburbs, the beauty of the historical buildings, the public spaces of the historic core, 
the urban activities that can be found there, are something precious... Even the suburban 
dweller is likely to be willing to pay for the upkeep and beautification of the central city.  
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Milan and Paris vs London and New York.  Canada (as in Vancouver) an occasional mid-
Atlantic case. 

Vicari and Molotch (IJURR ) Based on an investigation of the planning of the new 
Passante subway line in Milan, the article argues that growth machines don't exist in Italy 
as they do in the US, because the power of the national state and of political parties in 
local affairs, combined with the fact that "local government is not financially or 
legislatively independent of the central state" (619), gives the local developers an 
incentive to look to the state for favours instead of trying to dominate it.  "[T]he growth 
machine pattern of urban spatial allocation is a contingent dynamic and cannot by itself 
globally explain urban development patterns."  Indeed, the authors add, any given factor 
in urban development is "geographically and historically contingent." (620)  "Italian land 
use is nationally regulated."  (613)     

Places to look: Fainstein starting on p 163.  "Government is the dominant force..."  
Savitch, p 136.  Look for contrasts in the US and British cases. 

Might make the argument cleaner and more straightforward if I cut out the Peterson 
section, or maybe shorten it to take out the European stuff.  Can do a second article on 
that. 

Fainstein, 166: "In both London and New York the projects had governmental sponsors, 
but the willingness of government to offer direct subsidy to the developer was far greater 
in the latter city."     

A vast Canadian and American -- especially American -- literature on citizen 
participation attests to the prominence in North American politics of direct citizen 
involvement in the process of government decision-making.  In the much smaller 
literature oriented to American-European comparisons, a similar story emerges. 

3.1. The limiting factor is national and local political culture 

A critical element in understanding the differences in how global developments affect 
different states and localities is national and local culture, an element of regulation theory 
the roots of which go back at least to Gramsci, which is reflected strongly in the literature 
on post-modernity.  Stoker reflects this in his article, though he makes use of the idea of 
culture only in his discussion of how service delivery has changed.  It is also evident in 
the way the national state is involved in local economic development. 

Stoker also notes differences of emphasis in the ways different nations change their 
patterns of local service delivery. (257)  

Savitch's useful discussion of the relationship between a the corporatist state and citizen 
groups blurs an even more interesting distinction: the differences in the quality of the 
relationship between the state and captial.   

The overview of the role of citizens, as important as it is in understanding the poliitical 
political setting within which the decisions are taken that lead to decay or prevent, is not 
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very helpful in addressing the issue itself.  It would be difficult to make a clear case that 
citizen involvement in development decisions has either promoted or retarded decay.  By 
the same token, it is easy to think of ways in which both state policies and those of 
corporate interests have been influential.  In addition, it is clear that corporate and state 
power remain the primary movers of urban development policies, however important 
citizen initiatives may be in particular cases.  Much more interesting, therefore, is the 
relationship between the state and capital. 

In undertaking this investigation, we are seeking to contribute, not only to the important 
attempt to understand city politics in relation to the global economy, but also to the 
emerging and related field of comparative urban politics.  In the study of national and 
regional politics, comparative studies have long been a mainstay of the literature, and 
international comparisons have become arguably the single most important vehicle for 
understanding politics at the senior levels of government.  It seems altogether likely that a 
similarly expanded understanding of the possibilities and problems of local political 
economy could result from trans-Atlantic and world-wide comparisons.  This literature 
gains added saliency from the fact that increased economic competition among localities, 
occasioned by increased global market competition, is focussing ever greater attention on 
regional and local economic development and governance. 

We turn now to a look at some examples of bargaining over development projects that 
affect the ongoing health of inner cities.  These examples  and offer some hints of what is 
involved in achieving urban policies that are capable of building one urban place without 
destroying another.  We will also consider some examples from Britain and Canada 
which, on the basis of the available evidence, are both "mid-Atlantic" cases.    Our survey 
will suggest that 

At the same time, national and local difference has not ceased to assert itself.  As we have 
noted, there remain many important differences in the way cities are governed, both 
broadly and in many points of detail.  Broadly, European governments are more 
centralized, less oriented to local autonomy and citizen participation, than North 
American ones.  National governments are much more likely there than in Canada to play 
an authoritative role in urban development.  The contrast is still more striking if the 
United States is brought into the comparison.31  Major differences also remain in the 
character of cities in Canada, the United States and Europe respectively.32  American 
governmental and political norms are less committed to the preservation of cities than 
either Canadian or European and urban decay is more in evidence in the United States.  
In addition, specific design standards differ.  Despite a degree of homogenization, 
European cities still look very different than North American  ones, and standards of 
design for new developments are still noticeably at variance. 

                                                
31Summers, Cheshire and Senn 1993, Klaassen and Cheshire 1993, Body-Gendrot 1987, 
Savitch 1988, Molotch and Vicari 1988, Vicari and Molotch 1990. 
32Klaassen and Cheshire 1993, Filion 1987, McKay 1987, Goldberg and Mercer 1986, 
see also Garber and Imbroscio 1992.   
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The fact that such differences exist is fairly well-documented, or readily documentable, 
from a variety of sources, though much of the literature has emphasized similarity rather 
than diversity, generally with the assertion or implication that global economic change is 
having a homogenizing effect.  I intend to make a two-fold contribution to this line of 
enquiry.  First, mine will be one of a relatively small number of studies that investigate 
the political economy of similarity and difference as opposed to asserting one or the 
other.  Secondly, and I hope more significantly, I will try to understand the political 
economy of similarity and difference dynamically.  Instead of simply asking how similar 
to or different from other cities Hamburg is, I will be asking what influences are forcing 
homogenization or asserting individuality and what practical effects those influences are 
having, in other words, what the trends are and where they appear to be leading.  The 
result, I hope, will be a contribution to our understanding of how local politics is 
changing under the influence of the global economy; as well as some augmentation of the 
information and knowledge needed to allow Canadian citizens, administrators and 
politicians to learn from the successes and failures of cities in other parts of the world.  

But it is not just complexity that stands in the way of the market's homogenization, it is 
the multifariousness of human organization, of human habits of thought and action: in 
short it is political culture.  Stoker captures both the complexity and the role of culture in 
the following statement: "Ålthough the economic and social changes identified by the 
regulationists condition the current direction of local government and politics, they do not 
determine it.  Different national contexts and institutions combined with the active 
interventions of groups and individuals have a part to play." (261)  

In effect, Stone's answer to Peterson was that the market sets general conditions, it cannot 
dictate specifics, because the specifics are too complicated.  Godwin et al, in a 
formulation that, but for its Marxist-flavoured language, mirrors Stone's response to 
Peterson, note that, in response to globalization, "Market criteria have to be imposed on 
wide areas of state activity, and this process is one of conflict and struggle, not automatic 
technical change." (85)  

An attempt at a comprehensive comparison of urban development control measures in the 
two countries would pose daunting problems, but our goals in this chapter are more 
modest.   

Statism and downtown redevelopment 

Statism and growth and development controls    

One of the most striking effects of globalization is the way it homogenizes society.  By 
exposing more and more people to the same ideas, images and market pressures, it exerts 
pressures on societies, cultures, and political practices to become more like each other.  
This is at least as evident in the planning of cities as it is in many other fields.  And like 
globalization itself, it has been going on for a long time, as anyone will testify who has 
watched with dismay as American cities that once had their own local character gradually 
become decked out with identical high-rise towers, expressway systems, downtown loops 
and Macdonald's restaurants.  These same influences have -- with sightly less intensity in 



 50 

Canada, and still less in Europe -- been felt around the world.  They take various forms 
and operate in different directions. For example, even as Canada is, in many respects, 
"Los Angelized", some American cities are developing more interventionist planning 
regimes and Canadian developers, long used to operating in a relatively statist 
environment, sometimes find that they enjoy a competitive advantage over American 
developers who are not accustomed to dealing with extensive development regulation.  I 
can offer some examples of this.   

Meanwhile, European cities, facing, in milder form, many of the problems of suburban 
and exurban expansion, combined with inner city decay, find themselves responding 
similarly to North American cities, by launching major downtown redevelopment 
projects.  In a number of instances, for example in Hamburg and Berlin, these have 
involved loosening of traditional development regulations.  (I could use London 
Docklands as an example.  I might also be able to find material in Susan Fainstein's The 
city builders, Divided cities, by Fainstein et al, or Post-industrial cities.)  Here again, 
global development pressures are forcing a degree of homogenization, both in the 
physical appearance of these projects, and in the way planning regimes are being adjusted 
to accommodate them.        

Oregon's growth controls, the attempted passage of the Metropolitan Community 
Stability Act in Minnesota, and agricultural land reserves in Quebec and British 
Columbia, are only a few of many examples.   

American urban development has become more regulated in recent decades, or at least 
public and private players in the development process have become more highly 
interactive. 

That fact by itself, however, does not bespeak homogenization.  Canadian developers 
have not changed the face of American cities, on the contrary.  What is interesting is the 
reasons why  a centralized, regulated development industry found a niche in the 

Some years later, a local official in Portland, Oregon, was proudly noting that strict 
downtown development controls along with a strong political will had enabled the city to 
rebuff a proposal from a giant Canadian-based developer.  The spectacle of an American 
city viewing itself as the underdog to a Canadian developer offers a striking 
demonstration of the irony of a state-nurtured development industry enjoying a 
competitive edge in an exceptionally entrepreneurial, private enterprise-oriented market.  

Among the reasons for this is the regulation literature's emphasis upon rapid increases in 
the ability of corporations to move their assets, and, more generally, increases in the 
mobility of money, people, goods, information and ideas.  An important thrust of that 
theory has been the investigation of how increasing mobility affects first the character of 
production, then the government's regulation of the economy and society, and finally, the 
organization, not only of production, but of society itself.  Exploration of the details and 
further implications of this and related lines of argument are not part of our mandate in 
this chapter.  Suffice it to say here that urban geographers and sociologists were quick to 
see that this line of theory had implications for our understanding of the way cities, and 
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the governance of cities, are changing in an era in which they are ever more exposed to a 
variety of influences from distant parts of the globe, influences as disparate as the 
relocation of branch plants and corporate headquarters; the movement of finance capital 
via computer networks; the diffusion of ideas, styles and culture; and immigration, both 
legal and illegal.  

Goodwin, Duncan and Halford (69), like Stoker, stress the importance of what they call 
"intermediate, or middle-ground. concepts".    

Regulation theory is grounded in the Marxist literature, and if one were to identify its 
foundations in the terms current there, one would have to refer to such things as means, 
modes and forces of production.  translating it into a more widely understood academic 
patois 

City politics has been subject to often harsh interventions originating with the global 
economy at least since the rise of capitalism. 

Peterson, our very own Hegel, comes back to haunt us in a more virulent form. 

In a Canadian perspective, and even more in a European one, they seem unreal.  Urban 
Development Corporations in Canada and Europe as contrasted with more informal 
national\local\private-sector partnerships in the US.  (Stoker, 252-53, Logan and 
Molotch, Bingham and Blair, Frieden and Sagalyn; Stoker also quotes a Harvey article 
about a shift "from managerialism to entrepreneurialism", but this underestimates the 
differences we find if we look more closely at the politics.). 

Godwin et al, reviewing the political changes in three communities that accompanied the 
transition to post-Fordism, note that "central government has played a powerful role in 
promoting such changes." (83) 

Stoker refers to the national role in mediating global change to the local level as the 
meso-level of analysis, and he refers to the national government as "national filters" in 
mediating change. 

as one level of government or another could be identified as being the initiator of the 
project,.  Local governments have initiated redistributive ventures, for example 
subsidized housing in both Toronto and Vancouver, and the federal government has 
initiated prlimarily developmental initiatives, such as Harbourfront in Toronto and 
Granville Island in Vancouver.  

Peterson's distinction between redistributive and developmental spheres of activity did 
not necessarily hold 

In light of this kind of mixing, it does not make a great deal of sense to think of local 
government as being restricted primarily to developmental policies, or of the federal 
government, à la  Peterson (1981, ch 11), as having a special obligation to attend to 
redistribution on the grounds that this is beyond the ken of local government.  Canadian 
governments experience the same kinds of fiscal constraints that American governments 
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do, but there is no compelling reason to parlay those constraints into a theory about the 
inherently varying capacities of local and senior governments.   

Some of these projects have been developmental, others redistributional in Peterson's 
terms, but there is no evident correlation between      

It is well understood by observers of Canadian urban politics that it makes no sense to 
think of Montreal, Toronto, Winnipeg or Edmonton as having fiscal capacities distinct 
from those of senior governments and that there is any reason why policies pursued in 
those cities should in any sense be limited by the economic circumstances of the cities 
themselves.   

The Canadian federal cabinet invariably reflects a careful balance of regional interests, 
and much federal decision-making involves deliberate redistribution of resources from 
one city to another. (Bakvis 1991)  It is well understood, in cities across the country, that  

In effect, Peterson is arguing that the market dictates political outcomes, at least at the 
local level 

1.1.1. Reactions 

1.1.1.1. Politics is important too 

1.1.1.2. Local government can't be looked at in isolation 

Statement of purposes first.  This has to include an introduction to Fordism, 
regulationism, Thatcherism, the hollowing-out of the state, etc., so that I can then use the 
terms freely without having to explain correspondences.  (Not so sure about that 
anymore.) 

If we wish to gain a sense of Peterson's role in the study of urban regimes in the 1980s it 
is useful to draw an analogy with Hegel, the 19th-century German philosopher whose 
arrogant, original and sweeping lectures and writings fascinated and outraged or 
delighted readers and listeners.  And although much of 19th-century German philosophy 
rejected Hegel, the rea   

Globalization and politics 

Political decisions and the economy 

Never mind contingence and necessity.  What needs to be brought in is the importance of 
global-level theorizing as a source of consistent understanding, and national/local politics 
as a mediating and interacting phenomenon, and an essential to understanding how global 
developments are translated into concrete political action.  A critical element in 
understanding the differences in how global developments affect different states and 
localities is national and local culture, an element of regulation theory the roots of which 
go back at least to Gramsci, which is reflected strongly in the literature on post-
modernity.  Stoker reflects this in his article, though he makes use of the idea of culture 
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only in his discussion of how service delivery has changed.  It is also evident in the way 
the national state is involved in local economic development.   

Goodwin, Duncan and Halford (69) like Stoker, stress the importance of what they call 
"intermediate, or middle-ground. concepts".   

This issue was debated extensively in the 1980s, and that debate was fruitful, but few 
would now deny -- if anyone ever really did -- that localities face certain economic 
necessities, but that there is generally room for political manoeuvre, and often a great 
deal of room, in deciding how to adapt local policy to those necessities.      

The importance of the global and national economies in determining the context within 
which political decisions must be taken.  The regime literature has never actually denied 
this.  But, perhaps as part of its reaction against Peterson's economism, has not generally 
included it in a systematic way in its analysis.    

The pre-eminence of political considerations in setting the agenda within the overarching 
economic context.  Peterson claimed a degree of economic pre-eminence over political 
considerations that many students of politics rejected.   

Contingence and necessity 

The importance of breaking free of the contingent in our understanding of how politics 
works.  (How do I distinguish between contingent-necessary and abstract-concrete?  
Answer, I'm not concerned with abstract-concrete. Cox's high level of abstraction has to 
do with the choice between capitalism and socialism.)  This is the unresolved problem 
area, and the one that can be attacked by middle-range theoretical work.  Thus, in these 
pages we are putting forward two interrelated propositions: 1) We can approach a better 
understanding of what is necessary and what is contingent in urban politics by wide-
ranging comparisons and 2) the accelleration of globalization is increasing the salience of 
such comparisons because the rate at which politics in any given city comes under the 
influence of politics elsewhere is increasing.       

Most recent thought:  I either have to argue that Canada is different -- and the Peterson 
reading will help me decide whether to do that -- or that what? we need to expand the 
view to consider the state as a whole and take in an appreciation of the global economy.  
In that case, how does it fit in with the rest of my argument?   

Possible approach:  Summarize Stone's/Mollenkopf's/Logan and Molotch's objections to 
Peterson, then show that all of them, including Peterson, are trapped within a contingent 
world, presenting as theory an analysis that's relevant to the US in the late 20th century, 
and perhaps nowhere else. 

A stark and appealing contrast to this kind of place-bound theorizing is provided by 
regulation theory and the notion, growing out of it, that local economies, and therefore 
local politics, are shaped by social and political adjustments (regulation) responding to 
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the necessities of global economic and technological change.  But it doesn't offer much 
help in deciding what it means locally.  Mid-range theory fills the gap.       

The purpose of this chapter is to explore some of the insights that can be gained by 
expanding the field of study geographically.  The idea is not to generate new theory, but 
to explore where we can look for it, and get a preliminary idea of what we are likely to 
find there.   

Influences on localities:  Some selected comparisons alert us to the fact that the global 
impact on local politics extends far beyond the necessity to develop in order to maintain 
economic viability.  It also includes cultural influences as well as influences that have to 
do with state response to the challenges of globalization.      

Globalization (defined as the world-wide expansion of markets in commodities, finance 
and ideas, driven by rapid technological change, operating in conjunction with a neo-
liberal political agenda and effecting wrenching restructuring of both space and society) 
isn't anything new.  It's been around at least as long as capitalist markets have been.  But 
it's operating particularly intensely today, and with unprecedented speed.  I'd bring in 
some examples of different forms of globalization in different times and places to 
illustrate this point.   

Peterson and Stone are both vulnerable to the criticism that Cox makes of Piven and 
Friedland:  Their so-called generalizations are contingent on a specific set of 
circumstances. 

One of the foundation-stones of regime theory is a debate in the 1980s about the relative 
importance of politics and economics in determining urban outcomes.  That debate has 
been discussed extensively, but one of the few things that have not been observed about it 
is that it did not look the same from a Canadian perspective as an American, and that that 
difference is illustrative of what is being attempted in the present volume.  The debate 
was ignited by the publication of City Limits,  by Paul Peterson, who offended a great 
many students of urban political economy by arguing that the limited economic power of 
local governments necessarily limited their ability to pursue an agenda of social reform, 
or social amelioration.  The suggestion that the outcomes of political struggles could be 
pre-empted by economic factors which, in effect, rendered many of the most interesting 
local political debates irrelevant understandably did not win a warm reception from many 
students of politics.  The reaction to Peterson was central to the development of regime 
theory, in which attention is diverted away from global and national economic exigencies 
and focussed instead on the interactions among local political players and factions in 
producing urban outcomes. 

The dissent against Peterson focussed on his argument that economic realities precluded 
extensive redistributive local politics.  It did not highlight an aspect of Peterson's 
argument that seems questionable from a Canadian perspective:  His assumption that 
there is a clear distinction between national and local policy spheres and correspondingly 
clear differences in fiscal capacity.  Undoubtedly, these assumptions ring true to 
American ears.  In a Canadian perspective, and even more in a European one, they seem 
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unreal.  Urban Development Corporations in Canada and Europe as contrasted with more 
informal national\local\private-sector partnerships in the US.  (Stoker, 252-53, Logan and 
Molotch, Bingham and Blair, Frieden and Sagalyn; Stoker also quotes a Harvey article 
about a shift "from managerialism to entrepreneurialism", but this underestimates the 
differences we find if we look more closely at the politics.).    

Stone puts his finger on one key point in his exchange with Cox, when he says of 
Peterson and structural Marxism that both "treat... politics as essentially trivial, trivial 
because under capitalism city policy-making is viewed as driven by the need to compete 
economically with other localities."  There are really three elements here: the importance 
of the global and national economies in determining the context within which political 
decisions must be taken; the pre-eminence of political considerations in setting the 
agenda within that context; and the importance of breaking free of the contingent in our 
understanding of how politics works.  (How do I distinguish between contingent-
necessary and abstract-concrete?) 

Stoker refers to the national role in mediating global change to the local level as the 
meso-level of analysis, and he refers to the national government as "national filters" in 
mediating change.   

Stoker also notes differences of emphasis in the ways different nations change their 
patterns of local service delivery. (257)   

From a Canadian perspective, there was another problem with Peterson's argument, one 
that became evident   

Indeed, in the end Peterson tacitly conceded the point himself by proposing measures to 
remedy the weakness of city governments that bear more than a passing resemblance to a 
system of conditional grants and equalization payments         

Influences on localities 

Anyone who was an adult before 1970 has been able to observe the homogenization 
process at first hand in many small ways.  In our late childhood and early adulthood 
watched as essentially identical urban expressway systems sprouted like dandelions, with 
downtown loops, radial expressways and perimeter or by-pass highways providing off-
the-shelf skeletons for a new urban structure.  We saw new glass and aluminium or steel 
towers rise in Los Angeles or Toronto and then observed the erection, in Omaha and 
Edmonton, of stubby versions of them, chopped off at 10 storeys, with all the 
impersonality and none of the grace.  Numerous other examples could be cited: shopping 
malls, first in modern then in post modern styles, modest houses with huge garages facing 
front, "big box" retail stores, residential "bays".  All these any many other features of 
urban design replicated themselves in city after city   

One of the most striking effects of globalization is the way it homogenizes society.  By 
exposing more and more people to the same ideas, images and market pressures, it exerts 
pressures on societies, cultures, and political practices to become more like each other.  
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This is at least as evident in the planning of cities as it is in many other fields.  And like 
globalization itself, it has been going on for a long time, as anyone will testify who has 
watched with dismay as American cities that once had their own local character gradually 
become decked out with identical high-rise towers, expressway systems, downtown loops 
and Macdonald's restaurants.  These same influences have -- with sightly less intensity in 
Canada, and still less in Europe -- been felt around the world.  They take various forms 
and operate in different directions. For example, even as Canada is, in many respects, 
"Los Angelized", some American cities are developing more interventionist planning 
regimes and Canadian developers, long used to operating in a relatively statist 
environment, sometimes find that they enjoy a competitive advantage over American 
developers who are not accustomed to dealing with extensive development regulation.  I 
can offer some examples of this.   

Meanwhile, European cities, facing, in milder form, many of the problems of suburban 
and exurban expansion, combined with inner city decay, find themselves responding 
similarly to North American cities, by launching major downtown redevelopment 
projects.  In a number of instances, for example in Hamburg and Berlin, these have 
involved loosening of traditional development regulations.  (I could use London 
Docklands as an example.  I might also be able to find material in Susan Fainstein's The 
city builders, Divided cities, by Fainstein et al, or Post-industrial cities.)  Here again, 
global development pressures are forcing a degree of homogenization, both in the 
physical appearance of these projects, and in the way planning regimes are being adjusted 
to accommodate them.   

The local state in a global context 

How we must understand the state in light of global change. 

But we are far from understanding these changes as we should.  And if we are to 
understand them -- here's my third point -- our conception of governing regimes has to 
evolve.  The notion of urban regimes, which has been primarily shaped by the American 
experience, generally refers to local decision-makers.  This makes some sense the United 
States, the land of home rule, and it can, with a certain amount of plausability, be applied 
to Canada, although conditions are significantly different there.  It becomes nonsense 
when applied to Germany, where the basic planning law, the Bundesbaugesetz, is federal 
legislation.  In France, Italy, elsewhere in Europe, and in Japan, as well, national 
governments are direct, usually dominant, players in local development decisions, and the 
elite that shapes cities is more a national than a local one.   

Globalization is forcing cities everywhere to dance to many of the same tunes.  Those of 
use who are responsible for trying to understand what is happening and to devise 
constructive responses to these developments remain, for the most part, locked into 
conceptions of local governance that are valid in some national environments and invalid 
in others.  If understanding is to catch up with events, we need to globalize our discipline 
the same way world markets and new technologies are globalizing our cities.   
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From Lightbody:  In this chapter, we focus on the importance of provincial and federal, 
as well as municipal, governments in urban affairs, and we go beyond looking separately 
at municipal-provincial relations and municipal-federal relations by arguing that city 
politics is part of a national political system the workings of which are often best 
understood if we look at the state as a unitary phenomenon that has an impact upon cities, 
rather than looking at the various parts of it as discrete levels of government...  

Such observations depart from a more conventional approach to city politics, which 
operates on the explicit or implicit assumption that government is a kind of neutral 
decision-making and implementation machinery that tabulates public opinion and 
produces policies responsive to the demands it identifies.  A political economy 
perspective takes its point of departure from the observation that there is more to 
decision-making for the society as a whole than simply reflecting public opinion, and that 
there is more to the state than simply the machinery of government.  The decisions that 
govern our lives are not just the mechanical outcome of a head-counting exercise, they 
are a response to all the various forms of power that exist in society: the power of those 
that own or control real estate, that control production, and that can draw on the resources 
of such organizations as boards of trade, chambers of commerce, labour unions, 
professional associations, public bureaucracies and many more.  These power centres all 
have interests of their own, are active at all levels of government and can influence the 
governance of cities in many ways. 

Lessons for future theory and research:   

How to deal with the welter of information that confronts us when we expand our view to 
include the entire state and the global context?  One approach is problem-centred 
research that selects a problem area and compares the politics of dealing with it in 
widely-dispersed cities.  This method is already widely in use in the regime literature 
without having been theorized.  Cf SSHRC 1994.  What is only beginning, however, is 
the developmnent of comparable studies in different countries and on different 
continents.  A greater accumulation of such studies should allow in the long run the 
identification of patterns and regularities which, in turn, can inspire the theorization of 
local regimes in such a way that the theory systematically takes account of relevant 
aspects of the regional and national states and the national and global economy.  More 
varied problem definition?  Urban dispersal, housing, economic development, community 
development? 

1.  We need to pay more attention to political culture, and cultural influences generally.  
Some of the most important aspects of the politics we have been investigating are cultural 
influences (high-density, high-rise downtowns, and low-density, residential suburbs) or 
examples of resistance to those influences in the name of local culture.   

2.  We need to expand a mode of investigation that conventionally focusses on local elites 
operating within the locality to include all forms of state power that affect the locality and 
all forms of social power that is expressed through such state power.  �   

Political decisions and the economy 
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Never mind contingence and necessity.  What needs to be brought in is the importance of 
global-level theorizing as a source of consistent understanding, and national/local politics 
as a mediating and interacting phenomenon, and an essential to understanding how global 
developments are translated into concrete political action.  A critical element in 
understanding the differences in how global developments affect different states and 
localities is national and local culture, an element of regulation theory the roots of which 
go back at least to Gramsci, which is reflected strongly in the literature on post-
modernity.  Stoker reflects this in his article, though he makes use of the idea of culture 
only in his discussion of how service delivery has changed.  It is also evident in the way 
the national state is involved in local economic development.   

Goodwin, Duncan and Halford (69) like Stoker, stress the importance of what they call 
"intermediate, or middle-ground. concepts".   

This issue was debated extensively in the 1980s, and that debate was fruitful, but few 
would now deny -- if anyone ever really did -- that localities face certain economic 
necessities, but that there is generally room for political manoeuvre, and often a great 
deal of room, in deciding how to adapt local policy to those necessities.      

The importance of the global and national economies in determining the context within 
which political decisions must be taken.  The regime literature has never actually denied 
this.  But, perhaps as part of its reaction against Peterson's economism, has not generally 
included it in a systematic way in its analysis.    

The pre-eminence of political considerations in setting the agenda within the overarching 
economic context.  Peterson claimed a degree of economic pre-eminence over political 
considerations that many students of politics rejected.   

Contingence and necessity 

The importance of breaking free of the contingent in our understanding of how politics 
works.  (How do I distinguish between contingent-necessary and abstract-concrete?  
Answer, I'm not concerned with abstract-concrete. Cox's high level of abstraction has to 
do with the choice between capitalism and socialism.)  This is the unresolved problem 
area, and the one that can be attacked by middle-range theoretical work.  Thus, in these 
pages we are putting forward two interrelated propositions: 1) We can approach a better 
understanding of what is necessary and what is contingent in urban politics by wide-
ranging comparisons and 2) the accelleration of globalization is increasing the salience of 
such comparisons because the rate at which politics in any given city comes under the 
influence of politics elsewhere is increasing.       

Most recent thought:  I either have to argue that Canada is different -- and the Peterson 
reading will help me decide whether to do that -- or that what? we need to expand the 
view to consider the state as a whole and take in an appreciation of the global economy.  
In that case, how does it fit in with the rest of my argument?   
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Possible approach:  Summarize Stone's/Mollenkopf's/Logan and Molotch's objections to 
Peterson, then show that all of them, including Peterson, are trapped within a contingent 
world, presenting as theory an analysis that's relevant to the US in the late 20th century, 
and perhaps nowhere else. 

A stark and appealing contrast to this kind of place-bound theorizing is provided by 
regulation theory and the notion, growing out of it, that local economies, and therefore 
local politics, are shaped by social and political adjustments (regulation) responding to 
the necessities of global economic and technological change.  But it doesn't offer much 
help in deciding what it means locally.  Mid-range theory fills the gap.       

The purpose of this chapter is to explore some of the insights that can be gained by 
expanding the field of study geographically.  The idea is not to generate new theory, but 
to explore where we can look for it, and get a preliminary idea of what we are likely to 
find there.   

Influences on localities:  Some selected comparisons alert us to the fact that the global 
impact on local politics extends far beyond the necessity to develop in order to maintain 
economic viability.  It also includes cultural influences as well as influences that have to 
do with state response to the challenges of globalization.      

Globalization (defined as the world-wide expansion of markets in commodities, finance 
and ideas, driven by rapid technological change, operating in conjunction with a neo-
liberal political agenda and effecting wrenching restructuring of both space and society) 
isn't anything new.  It's been around at least as long as capitalist markets have been.  But 
it's operating particularly intensely today, and with unprecedented speed.  I'd bring in 
some examples of different forms of globalization in different times and places to 
illustrate this point.   

Peterson and Stone are both vulnerable to the criticism that Cox makes of Piven and 
Friedland:  Their so-called generalizations are contingent on a specific set of 
circumstances. 

One of the foundation-stones of regime theory is a debate in the 1980s about the relative 
importance of politics and economics in determining urban outcomes.  That debate has 
been discussed extensively, but one of the few things that have not been observed about it 
is that it did not look the same from a Canadian perspective as an American, and that that 
difference is illustrative of what is being attempted in the present volume.  The debate 
was ignited by the publication of City Limits,  by Paul Peterson, who offended a great 
many students of urban political economy by arguing that the limited economic power of 
local governments necessarily limited their ability to pursue an agenda of social reform, 
or social amelioration.  The suggestion that the outcomes of political struggles could be 
pre-empted by economic factors which, in effect, rendered many of the most interesting 
local political debates irrelevant understandably did not win a warm reception from many 
students of politics.  The reaction to Peterson was central to the development of regime 
theory, in which attention is diverted away from global and national economic exigencies 
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and focussed instead on the interactions among local political players and factions in 
producing urban outcomes. 

The dissent against Peterson focussed on his argument that economic realities precluded 
extensive redistributive local politics.  It did not highlight an aspect of Peterson's 
argument that seems questionable from a Canadian perspective:  His assumption that 
there is a clear distinction between national and local policy spheres and correspondingly 
clear differences in fiscal capacity.  Undoubtedly, these assumptions ring true to 
American ears.  In a Canadian perspective, and even more in a European one, they seem 
unreal.  Urban Development Corporations in Canada and Europe as contrasted with more 
informal national\local\private-sector partnerships in the US.  (Stoker, 252-53, Logan and 
Molotch, Bingham and Blair, Frieden and Sagalyn; Stoker also quotes a Harvey article 
about a shift "from managerialism to entrepreneurialism", but this underestimates the 
differences we find if we look more closely at the politics.).    

Stone puts his finger on one key point in his exchange with Cox, when he says of 
Peterson and structural Marxism that both "treat... politics as essentially trivial, trivial 
because under capitalism city policy-making is viewed as driven by the need to compete 
economically with other localities."  There are really three elements here: the importance 
of the global and national economies in determining the context within which political 
decisions must be taken; the pre-eminence of political considerations in setting the 
agenda within that context; and the importance of breaking free of the contingent in our 
understanding of how politics works.  (How do I distinguish between contingent-
necessary and abstract-concrete?) 

Stoker refers to the national role in mediating global change to the local level as the 
meso-level of analysis, and he refers to the national government as "national filters" in 
mediating change.   

Stoker also notes differences of emphasis in the ways different nations change their 
patterns of local service delivery. (257)   

From a Canadian perspective, there was another problem with Peterson's argument, one 
that became evident   

Indeed, in the end Peterson tacitly conceded the point himself by proposing measures to 
remedy the weakness of city governments that bear more than a passing resemblance to a 
system of conditional grants and equalization payments         

like Hegel in 19th Century German philosophy, provoked widespread disagreement, but 
still played a dominant role in the debate, because so many commentators  

  #3           8-FEB-1995 19:01:20.98                                   LAURIA 
From: IN%"MYLUR@jazz.ucc.uno.edu" 
 
Chris, 
I have been asked to organize a symposium on Governing Regimes and Planning for  
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the journal _Planning Theory_.  I think the topic has lots of potential and you  
 
would have something to contribute.  I also think it would make a good panel 
session at the Association of Collegiate Schools of Planning conference in Oct. 
95 in Detroit.  If you are interested in either or both, let me know asap. 
Mick 
    #5          10-FEB-1995 11:41:29.57                                   LAURIA 
 
Chris, 
my ideas are not clearly formulated on the urban regimes and planning theory 
panel and symposium.  I was planning on sending around to people some ideas on 
the net and having people add as we go along.  I think that way we could  
develop a collective agenda and divide it up among us. Depending on how this 
works out, individual pieces will vary in lenght. Have you ever seen the journal 
 
planning theory - eash issue has about 2/3 to 2/4 devoted to the symposium and 
individual contributions vary from 3 to 15 journal pages.  But the editors have 
not given me any guidelines or limitations yet.  Susan Fainstein and Marsh  
Feldman have already signed up and I am waiting to hear from Bob Beauregard, 
Rob Mier, Joan Fitzgerald, Dennis Keating.  We will keep the panel to four 
participants but the symposium will be a larger grouping.  I am thinking of  
inviting Pierre Claval, David Perry, Ken Reardon, and possible Paul Knox and  
Peter Dreier.  I will send you the first paragraph when it is composed.  It is  
partially there. 

mick 
  
13-FEB-1995 16:00:08.65                                   LAURIA 
	
 
From: IN%"MYLUR@jazz.ucc.uno.edu" 
	
Subj: symposium first memo 
	
 
	
Planning Theory  
	
Symposium on Urban Regimes and Planning Theory 
	
 
	
Contributors: 
	
Robert Beauregard 
	
Pierre Clavel 
	
Susan Fainstein 
	
Marsh Feldman 
	
Dennis Keating 
	
Paul Knox 
	
Mickey Lauria and Robert Whelan 
	
David Perry 
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Other possible contributors 
	
Kevin Cox 
	
Joan Fitzgerald 
	
Chris Leo 
	
David Wilson 
	
 
	
General Topic: 
	
Contemporary Discussions in planning theory have drifted away from any explicit 
	
integration with theories of urban political economy.  See, for example, the  
	
discussions of critical pragmatism, communicative action, discourse analysis, 
	
metaphors and rhetoric that now occupy center stage in planning theory circles. 
	
At the same time, concepts developed in urban regime theory have gained a  
	
hegemonic position in the literature on urban politics and urban political  
	
economy.  The goal of this symposium is to explicate the importance and implic- 
	
ations of concepts developed in consort with urban regime theory to planning  
	
theory and practice (case studies are obviously important). 
	
 
	
Organizing Approach: 
	
I would like to start by emailing this short memo to potential contributors for  
	
their comments and suggestions.  Potential contributors should reply to this  
	
email with the ideas they would like to contribute and ideas they think are  
	
important but can not contribute to the symposium. I will then reassemble these  
	
ideas and send them back to the potential contributors for a final round of  
	
comments and suggestions plus tentative commitments on what portion they are  
willing to undertake for the symposium.  Finally, I will then digest and  
	
organize these responses and send the results to all the potential contributors 
	
for their final persusal and commitment to the symposium.  At this point, I  
	
would like to begin the process with comments and suggestions on the general  
	
topic, this organizing approach, and my initial ideas for Whelan and my  
	
contributions. 
	
 
	
Lauria and Whelan: 
	
I will introduce the topic, its importance, indicate the lack of cross 
	
fertilization between planning theory and urban regime theory and summary of the 
	
contributions to be made in the symposium.  Our own contribution will consist of 
	
a review of urban regime theory and a discussion on why it is important to plan- 
	
ning theory and practice with a focus on the role of planning during regime  
transtion.  

GOVERNING REGIMES AND PLANNING 

Local regimes and globalization 

In an age of globalization, we need compatible categories for understanding planning 
problems around the world.  That requires that we expand the conception of regime 
beyond local, to encompass all three levels of government.  
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Global presures on local regimes 

Global pressures are forcing homogenization of planning procedures at an ever-
accellerating rate, but that does not mean that all local regimes are becoming the same.   

Examples of pressures 

The Los Angelization of North America, the Canadianization of California, the New 
York-ization of Hamburg and Berlin.  We need to understand these changes in much 
more detail, in order to assess their impact fully.   

Still, national political cultures and local regimes remain different 

In order to assess this, we need to expand our conception of regimes beyond the local 
level. 
 
Mick: 
 
A contribution that I think I could make to your project is 
a discussion of the impact of globalization on local 
regimes, with particular attention to the impact on systems 
of planning and development control.  This is right up my 
alley now, as I'm just getting some research on this 
subject underway.  In very abbreviated form, and glossing 
over some points that would have to be given more 
attention, I'd have three points to make.   
 
First, by way of background, globalization (defined as the 
world-wide expansion of markets in commodities, finance 
and ideas, driven by rapid technological change, operating 
in conjunction with a neo-liberal political agenda and 
effecting wrenching restructuring of both space and 
society) isn't anything new.  It's been around at least as 
long as capitalist markets have been.  But it's operating 
particularly intensely today, and with unprecedented 
speed.  I'd bring in some examples of different forms of 
globalization in different times and places to illustrate this 
point.     
 
Secondly, one of the most striking effects of globalization 
is the way it homogenizes society.  By exposing more and 
more people to the same ideas, images and market 
pressures, it exerts pressures on societies, cultures, and 
political practices to become more like each other.  This is 
at least as evident in the planning of cities as it is in many 
other fields.  And like globalization itself, it has been 
going on for a long time, as anyone will testify who has 
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watched with dismay as American cities that once had 
their own local character gradually become decked out 
with identical high-rise towers, expressway systems, 
downtown loops and Macdonald's restaurants.  These 
same influences have -- with sightly less intensity in 
Canada, and still less in Europe -- been felt around the 
world.  They take various forms and operate in different 
directions. For example, even as Canada is, in many 
respects, "Los Angelized", some American cities are 
developing more interventionist planning regimes and 
Canadian developers, long used to operating in a 
relatively statist environment, sometimes find that they 
enjoy a competitive advantage over American developers 
who are not accustomed to dealing with extensive 
development regulation.  I can offer some examples of 
this.   
 
Meanwhile, European cities, facing, in milder form, many 
of the problems of suburban and exurban expansion, 
combined with inner city decay, find themselves 
responding similarly to North American cities, by 
launching major downtown redevelopment projects.  In a 
number of instances, for example in Hamburg and Berlin, 
these have involved loosening of traditional development 
regulations.  (I could use London Docklands as an 
example.  I might also be able to find material in Susan 
Fainstein's The city builders, Divided cities, by Fainstein 
et al, or Post-industrial cities.)  Here again, global 
development pressures are forcing a degree of 
homogenization, both in the physical appearance of these 
projects, and in the way planning regimes are being 
adjusted to accommodate them.   
 
But we are far from understanding these changes as we 
should.  And if we are to understand them -- here's my 
third point -- our conception of governing regimes has to 
evolve.  The notion of urban regimes, which has been 
primarily shaped by the American experience, generally 
refers to local decision-makers.  This makes some sense 
the United States, the land of home rule, and it can, with a 
certain amount of plausability, be applied to Canada, 
although conditions are significantly different there.  It 
becomes nonsense when applied to Germany, where the 
basic planning law, the Bundesbaugesetz, is federal 
legislation.  In France, Italy, elsewhere in Europe, and in 
Japan, as well, national governments are direct, usually 
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dominant, players in local development decisions, and the 
elite that shapes cities is more a national than a local one.   
 
Globalization is forcing cities everywhere to dance to 
many of the same tunes.  Those of use who are 
responsible for trying to understand what is happening 
and to devise constructive responses to these 
developments remain, for the most part, locked into 
conceptions of local governance that are valid in some 
national environments and invalid in others.  If 
understanding is to catch up with events, we need to 
globalize our discipline the same way world markets and 
new technologies are globalizing our cities.   
 
Here endeth the lesson for the day.  Hope you have some 
use for this material.  If you have any problems with it, or 
would like to consider other approaches, I'm game to have 
another go.  Let me know what you think.   
 
Say, where'd you get that neat e-mail address? 
 
Chris 
 
PS:  As I prepare to send this message off, I got the one 
from you introducing the symposium.  I'll have to have 
another look at it, but at first glance it looks fine, and 
nicely compatible with what you've put together.   
 
 
need to shape our conception of urban regimes in such a 
way as to allow us to  
 
where municipal governments are entirely "creations of 
the provinces" and where the federal government has a 
long history of activism, not only in the delivery of urban 
programmes, but also in helping to shape the organization 
of urban development    
 
 
 
 
 

URBAN PLANNING, URBAN DEVELOPMENT POLITICS AND 
GLOBALIZATION 

Globalization 
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Globalization is changing our understandings of many things, sometimes so quickly that 
we do not manage to find the time to consider the implications of the ways our thinking is 
changing.  Like so many other things, urban planning and the problems of urban 
development are things we have looked at very much in a national context, but 
increasingly, the same problems, and similar solutions to them -- assuming they are  
solved -- are cropping up everywhere in the world.  It is in the interest of those who are 
concerned with these problems      

The term "globalization" has become such a cliché that anyone who dares to use it in a 
title must begin by explaining what is meant.  In these pages, it refers to the world-wide 
expansion of markets in commodities, finance and ideas, which is driven by rapid 
technological change, and especially by vast increases in the speed and volume of 
communications, operating in conjunction with a neo-liberal political agenda.  This 
market expansion has been instrumental in plunging society into a vortex of social, 
economic and political change that those of us who can remember the 1960s, when 
conventional wisdom had it that the times were changing rapidly, can barely comprehend.  
They have effected wrenching restructuring of both space and society.  The impact on 
cities has been immediate and obvious. 

We can deprive the term of some of its cliché value if we add that, although the current 
wave of change, in its impact on cities, is the most jarring in recent memory, it is not 
discontinuous with the past.  The painful restructuring of space and society by the forces 
of production -- by the operation of markets on a global scale and the advance of 
technology -- is nothing new.  Ever since capitalism has existed it has restructured 
societies, regions and localities.  The destruction of the guild system in medieval Europe, 
the rise of markets in land, the rise of the industrial system, the aggrandizement of 
colonies, and the destruction of traditional systems of land tenure as pre-modern 
agricultural and herding societies were transformed into producers of raw materials and 
markets for finished products: these are a few among many examples of painful 
restructuring of space and society in response to market expansion and technological 
change. (Braudel; Wallerstein; Weber, 31-121, 181-211; Marx, Vol 1, Part 8)  In the 
current century, the growth of female participation in the workforce and the ascendency 
of motor vehicles as the primary form of transportation can be cited as globalizing forces 
that preceded the operation of the influences that we most frequently refer to today as 
globalization. 

It is clear, then, that globalization has myriad consequences for localities everywhere.  It 
is also clear that, to a considerable extent, those consequences have been similar in 
different parts of the world.  Among conspicuous trends that can be found in cities 
everywhere are the multinationalization of businesses -- which could also be referred to 
as the McDonaldization of the world -- the dispersal of urban residential, commercial and 
industrial development, the concentration of corporate headquarters in a smaller number 
of major centres and their withdrawal from other cities, deindustrialization, and the 
substitution of superhighways for roads -- to name a few obvious trends.  In short, 
globalization is a force for homogenization.   
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This poses a challenge for urban planners and those concerned with the politics of urban 
development.         

The homogenizing market 

HV Savitch sees post-industrialism as producing a gradual and sometimes incomplete, 
but nevertheless unmistakeable drift toward corporatism in all three of his cities. (285) 

Canada and the United States 

 

North America and Europe 

 

The persistance of local identity: politics and planning 

According to Savitch and Kantor (19), both Keating and Levine argue that there's an 
Americanization of European cities taking place.  Savitch and Kantor argue that this is 
exaggerated.   

By looking at how major decisions are taken, instead of who captures the local decision-
making apparatus, Savitch's categories of the pluralist-corporatist hybred, mobilizing 
corporatism and liberal corporatism offer a regime analysis that is not tied to local 
government.   

Savitch and Kantor's analysis takes into account the global economic influence, the 
intergovernmental environment and the character of local politics in classifying local 
regimes.   

Organization of the development process 

 

Regulation 
 


